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I. IRTOQDUCTION 

This report by . tha Fublle Agetida Foundation for th© National Aeademy of 
Engineering's Offica of Public Awareness presents an analyaia of publle 
and leadership ©pinion survey data about engineering and teehnoloa^ over 
the past ten to fifteen years. It is the most eomprehensive exMinatlon 
of publia attitudes toward teehnology and engineering ^ and of the 
irapllGationa of views about speeifia Issues related to those general 
subjects I that has yet been compiled* 

The data in this report comes from three sources: the archives of the 
Roper Data Center at the University of Cotmectlcut, Thm Natlenal Science 
Foundation's voliimes of Social Indicate s , and proprietary data provided 
to the Public Agenda, for the Academy ^s use, by AT&T, 

The volume Itself Is ©rganlEed thematically , Into sections, ^ Within each 
section, "Detailed Observations" provide further analytic interpretation. 
Written analysis and interpretations are interspersed with tabular 
material that generally presents data in chronological order to support 
thsse conclusions. Though less plentiful than public opinion data, 
leadership attitudes have been included whenever relevant data was 
available , 

Finally, we should emphasize that while the analysis centers on 
engineering and technology, the reader should recognlEe that many 
questionnaire items sak about "science mxid technology," Whenever 
possible, we differentiate between those two concepts and limit our 
interpretationB to thos^ data that are of greatest Importanee to the 
Academy, its Office of Public Awarene ss , and its Interest in eKploring 
the possible development of a nonpartisan, public information and 
education campaign. 
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II. SI^i^Y OF FINPINGS 



.This report presents thirty -five dlittnet ftndlngi, grouped by luhjeets, 
into eight broad thesatio areas of Interest to the Academy, nia sii^ary 
below merely lilghll^ts the key findings fros those eight seetlons* 

Seotion 1: Bib P^lle's Parceptlop of Engineers 

The engineer Ing profession is well regarded by the American 
people. The public believes that profeaiional standards are high and that 
engineers are generally competent and ethical. However, there la some 
evidence that public esteem for the profession , though still 
comparatively excellent, has slipped in the past two or three years. 

Section 2: Technology and the United States; Its Iffiportanee 
and Where We Stand 

The public believes that technology Is vital both to the 
economic prosperity of the United States and in sustaining the Influence 
of this country worldwide. At the sme time, people do not gpontaneoualv 
Include technology when asked, for eKample, to list the most important 
factors that contribute to American prospvrlty, Wille the U,S, is viewed 
as a world leader in technology, large nimbers of Airericans feel that 
other countries are "catching up," Government leaders rank the 
development of new technology as the nation's most important economlQ 
goal, and leaders In the area of science and technology policy say that 
this country should seek to lead the world of basic research. 



7 



3 



Seetlon 3i Fereslved Quality of U.S> ts. Foreign Freducts 

The. public rnKpTBsmmm aommm about tbe quality of Amerlean-made 
products* Many people say, for exaapls, ttiat foreign cari are of better 
quality than thoie built in the U.S; and forsign ears are Inereaslngly 
felt to be better lii speelflo vaysi in the quality of wortoanahlp and 
freedom from repaira and In providing better gas mileage. In factp large 
niiinberi of Amerloans say they will buy an Ameriean-made oar because it is 
built In this country , not beoauie it Is of higher quality or of better 
value. Importantly, however, the publie does not believe that the 
Qomparatlvely poor quality of U,S, produota Is due to poor engineering or 
inadequate technology; rather the publle oites other f actors, including 
defieiencles in the management of American companies, labor costs, and 
the subsidies provided by foreipi governments. 



Section 4: TechnoloEloal Development and Frotectionism 

toericans generally say that trade with Japan is "harmful" to 
the U,S, economy. Yet most people tend to rslsat pr oteetionist measures 
as a remedy, favoring modernization and increased Investment in 
technological research and engineering as solutions to America's 
difficulty in competing internationally. 

Section 5: Technological Itrvestment and Business 

People favor business investment In technological research and 
development and say this is an appropriate use of business profits. Large 
niunbers of Americans believe that businesaea put too high a priority on 
executive bonuses and "perks," and, as a result, people feel that 
companies do not Invest enough of their profits in essential research and 
development. 
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Asieriaanj favor gavsrnment aupport for tschnologieal and say 
that paat govenament experkdltureg in thli area have "paid off.** In fast, 
a majority favoM Increaasd govarment support of raiaaroh, partioularly 
at the college and university level* Governmant leaders tend to reject 
any national poliey to restrict high technology exports, but large 
numbers among them say that there should be some restriatlons in this 
area. 

Section 7: Technology, SDI, and Space faploration 

Americans genirally support the development of the Strategic 
Defense Initiative (SDl or "Star Wars"), but support is thin, and may 
reflect confidence in the President and his judgment more than enthusiasm 
for the idea itself. If this interpretation is correct, public opinion is 
potentially volatile in this area. 

The public's continuing support for the space program, however, 
is clear. In spite of the recent tragedy with the space shuttle. Host 
people say the accident was probably caused by an engineering or 
technological flaw, yet even this did not shake public confidence in 
science and technolo^. 

Section 8: PiAlic Views of TechnoloCT 

Part 1* Technolo^'s General Impact 

Americans have great faith that technology can solve pressing 
national problems and they belleva that technology has generally Improvad 
the quality of life. At the same time, people are aware of at least some 
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of the risks, and their positive view of teehnolo^ ±m not baaed on what 
alght be ealled "blind optimism," 

Part 2 1 Technology's topaet on Jobs 

In the workplaae, people say technoloB?' has made many jobs safer 
and incraasad productivity; but Amerieani are unoartaln whether 
tachnoiogy creates more jobs than it takes away. In spite of thair 
imeasa, however, people oppose laws that would limit the ability of 
businass to maka technologleal changes in the workplaoa. 

Fart 3: Social Control of Teohnolo p y 

About the desirability of oontrols over tachnolo^, public 
©pinion is dlitinetly mixed. People oppose oontrols that would restrict 
the developmant of useful new technology, yet they are concerned about 
new threats to public safety. 

Fart 4: ftibllc Awareness and Potential for Involvament 

The publlo is moderate ly interested in scientific and 
technological matters, and feels that their basic understanding of these 
issues is "adequate, « Further, people say that scientific and 
technological development is an area where they do not have enough 
information to make informed judgments or decisions. 

These tentative conclusions or "findings" are built upon a wealth of 
detail which is summarised in the pages that follow and supported by data 
that is exoerpted thara. 
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^CTIOH 1: THE PUBLIC'S pmCEFIIOH OF mGINEE^ 



The englnearlng professlDn la well regarded by the Amerieaii people. 
The public balievea that professlDnal atandardi are high and that engineera 
are generally eospetent and ethleal. However, there im some evldenGS 
suggestlnf that public aateem for the profeaalon, though itlll eKeellent, has 
alippad in the pait two or three years. 
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nroiNG #1 

A SmONQ ll4JDRIT!f OF AlffiRlCANS mOBEBB HIOT EIG^ FOR MGITO^ WE 
MGINEERING IROrasSION, JI71DB»CE SUGGISTS FUBLIG mOMm FOR THE 

PROFESSION M4Y JKyi SUPPED IN RECmT TI^S. 



AifcA-irirA-AAAAAAA 



Detailed Qbssfvatlon 
Engineering is consistently ranked -vmry higti as a reeomanded career. 



TABLE #1-1 

Q' " Suppcalng a younE man came to yeu for advlee ©n ehooilng a line q£ work 
Q^cafear, What kind gt work or earear would you reeonmiend ?" 





May 1985 




% 


CompuCers 


39 


Medicine 


17 


Business 


13 


Engineering 


12 


Skilled werk (crafts) 


12 


Electronics 


11 


Law 


9 


Military 


6 


Teaching 


5 


Accounting 


5 


Sales 


3 


Auto mechanics 


2 


Polltlci 


2 


All others 


20 


No opinion 


30 



NOTE: Adds to more than 100% dua to nultipla responses. First and second 
cheloas ware eomblned. 



Source: Gallup, May 1985, national, n - 1528, 
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TABIJS #1-2 



Q! " 1 am golnR to read off a number of different oeoupaclons . For each 
vould you tell me whether you feel It Is an occupation of very greae 
prestige, considerable prestige, sona prestige or harjly any prestleB at 
fill?" 



Oct. 1977 



Scientist 


Very Great 
% 
66 


Considerable 
% 
25 


Some 
% 
6 


Hardly Any 
% 
1 


Not Sure 
% 
2 


Doctor 


il 


29 


7 


1 


2 


Minister 


41 


32 


21 


5 


1 


Lawyer 


36 


37 


20 


5 


2 


Engineer 


34 


43 


21 


2 




Teacher 


29 


36 


27 


. 6 


2 


Athlete 


26 


32 


32 


8 


2 


Artist 


21 


37 


32 


9 


1 


Businessman 


18 


42 


34 


4 


2 


Entertainer 


18 


32 


38 


10 


2 


Politician 


17 


25 


34 


22 


2 


journalist 


17 


43 


33 


5 


2 


Baiter 


17 


39 


34 


8 


2 


Skilled Worker 


15 


35 


35 


13 


2 


Salesman 


6 


19 


43 


31 


1 



Souree: Harris, Oct, 1977, national, n- 1520. 
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TABLE #1-3 

" Suppose you were in your early twenties and stay^.^nR out on a career. 
Which of these oaeupatlong would you most like to go Into? 

Mar ch 1983 



% 

Computer programmer 22 

Nurse 14 

Teaeher 11 

Eleetronice angineer 9 

Doctor 8 

Social worker 8 

Carpenter 7 

Lav^er 7 

Forest ranger 6 

Musieian 5 

Airline pilot 4 

Corporation executive 4 

Long distance truck driver 3 

TV (television reporter) 3 

Policeman 3 

Production line worker (riveter, 
assembler i drill press operator * 

etc) 1 

None of them 8 

Don't know 3 



NOTE: Adds to inpre than 100% due to multiple responses* 



Source: Roper OrganiiEtlon, March 1983, national, n * 2000* 
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Da tailed Qbaervatlon 

While tiQ diffazencaa were foimd among people of different age, sex, 
edueatlenal level, regloti ttif Ineoaep there ±m evidence that tiie profeaEion's 
atatus may have dropped ali^tly In recent yaara. 



TABLE #1^4 

Q ' " I am now j^olng to read you a list of joba and professions , for eaeh one I 
mention, please ohooie the atatemsnt that beat glvea your own personal 
opinion of the preatlge or Eeneral standing that such a job has ..." 

, , . Engineer " 





Sept, 
1976 


July /Aug . 
1974 


May 
1972 


Excellent 


% 
30 


% 
42 


% 
40 


Good 


47 


44 


43 


Avei^age 


16 


11 


13 


Below Average 


X 


1 


3 


Poor 


* 


* 


* 


No Opinion 


6 


2 


3 



* • Lass than .05% 



Source: Opinion Research Corporation for the National Science Foundacion, 
national, (Sept., 1976: n - 210B) ; (July/Aug. 1974: n - 2074) j (May 
1972: n - 2209). 
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Q: "Suppose a young man came to you and asked your opinion about taking up a 
prof aaf ion . A^guining that he wag qualified to entay &nv of these 
professions a whieh one of them vould you first_ recommand to him ? " 



Pet, 1973 



Total Sample Those Under 30 Years 









% 


Doetor 


28 


Doetor 


25 


Lawyer 


X4 




20 


Engineer-builder 


13 


Engineer-builder 


3.4 


Professor- teacher 


10 


Professor- teaoher 


14 


Business eKecutive 


10 


Bus ine s a exe out ive 


9 


Dentist 


7 


Dentist 


6 


Clergjnsan 


7 


Government career 


6 


Government career 


5 


Banker 


2 


Banker 


2 


Glergyman 


1 


Other, none, don't know 


4 


Other, none , don' t know 


3 



Source: Gallup, Oct, 1973, national, n - 1576. (Sample size for the Under 30 
Group is unknora.) 
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Ab for hones^ mud ethical stmdarda, neat people CQnalstetitly tslt^ efiglneers 
as "high" or "average,* One study found only cler^men and doctors to have 
higher ratings* 



T^:^ #1-6 



Q: " How would you rate the honesty and athlcal atandards of people in these 
different fialda^-veryhlRh, high, average, low, or vary low?" 

" , . . Engineers " 





July 


Hay 


July 


July 


June 




1985 


1983 


1981 


1977 


1976 




% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


Very high 


11 


7 


9 


8 


10 


High 


42 


38 


39 


41 


40 


Average 


37 


39 


35 


46 


45 


Low 


3 


2 


4 


4 


3 


Very low 


* 


1 


1 


2 


1 


No opinion 


7 


13 


12 


* 


* 



NOTE; * - less than .5 percent 



Source: Gallup, national, (July 1985: n - 1536); (May 1983: n - 1534) ; 

(July 1981: n = 1564) ; (July 1977: n - 1516); (June 1976: n - 
1524) . 



17 



13 

TA BLE #1-7 

Q: " How would you rate the henesfiy and ethical standards of peopla in thase 
dlffsrenj fields -- very high, high .average . low or very low ?" 

Aug. 1977 

Very High/ Very Low/ No 





High , 


Average 


Low 


Opinion 






% 


% 


% 


ClargTmen 


62 


30 


6 


2 


Msdleal doetora 


51 


38 


10 


1 


Englnaars 


46 


43 


5 


6 


College taaehefs 


43 


43 


8 


6 


Banksra 


39 


50 


9 


2 


Policemen 


37 


50 


12 


1 


Journal: sta 


34 


48 


15 


3 


Lawyers 


26 


43 


27 


• 4 


Undertakers 


26 


51 


17 


6 


Senators 


19 


52 


26 


3 


Business executives 


19 


60 


18 


3 


Building eoiitraotors 


18 


53 


26 


3 


Congreaaman 


16 


47 


35 


2 


Realtora 


14 


51 


31 


4 


Insurance saleaman 


15 


55 


27 


3 


Local off Icahcldera 


14 


47 


36 


3 


Labor union leaders 


13 


36 


47 


4 


State off ice-holdera 


12 


44 


41 


3 


Advartlslng practitioners 


10 


44 


43 


3 


Car salesmen 


8 


40 


48 


4 



Source: Gallup, Aug. 1977, national, n - 1500, 
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Detailed ObgervatlQn 

On teehnlcal and eeientlfic Issues of great ImiDortance , tiie public ranks 
eQlantists and engineers spsalall^lng In the sutjjieet as the aest qualifiad to 
dealda the Issue ^ Yet people do not place blind faltli in e^erta, but rathar 
express ^at ml^t be seen as a healthy skepticism about ^at sKperta say. 



Ti^lE #1-8 

Q: "Let's suppose that an eleetrie utility eompany wants to build a nuelaar 
power plant in a partiaular town or aomitry, but a group of local 
eltizens who live there are afraid It might be dangerous and organize to 
stop its conatruetion. In a oasa of oonflict like this, which one of the 
groups ligtad on this oard do you think would be bast qualified to d^elda 
the issue ?" 

_ Oct, 1979 



Best Qualified ^ 



i 

A group of scientists and engineers lAo speelaliEe in tills area 67 

The citizens of the eommunity voting in a raferendian 44 

A Federal regulatory agency or oomission 32 

The utility company that will ©perata the plant 20 

Local government officials 15 

The governor and the state legislature 9 

The courts 7 

The President and Congress 5 

Don't know 8 



* Percantages do not add up to 100% because first and second choice 
percentages were combined. 



Source: Institute for Survey Research, Temple University, for the National 
Science Foundation, Oct. 1979, national, n * 1635* 
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TABL£ #1-9 



Q: «L€t'^ suppose that one group of sclenttsts -wants to send radio meisages 
into deap spaoe to try to eonmunioate with other civilizations, but 
another group of sa£entiati believe that thia eould lead to eonquest of 
eur aivillEation by more edvanoed groups chat might reoeive the signal. In 
a oa^a of oonfllGt like this, whioh of ^e gr&ups listed on this card do 
you think would be best qualified to deeide the Issue?" 



Oct 1979 



Best Qualified ^ 
% 

A group of sclentlata and engineers who apeQlallze in this area 70 
Administrators of the National Aeronautics and Spaee Administration 66 
The President and Congress Ig 
The citizens of the country voting In a referenduffl 15 
The United Nations 15 
The governor and the state legislature 3 
Local goverment officials 3 
The courts 
Don't know 



3 
10 



* Percentages do not add up to 100% because first and second cholea 
parcentagas were combined. 

Source: Institute for Survey Research, Temple University for the National 
Science Foundation, Oct. 1979, n - 1635. 



HKBm #1-10 

" Do you agree or dlsaRrae with the following statemant: ' You can't trust 
what the e xperts like scientists and technical people sary~because often 
what they say isn't right J" 

Aprll/liay 1979 

" % 

Agree 42 
Disagree 4g 
Not Sure 10 

Source: NBC News/Associated Press, April/May 1979, national, n - 1600, 
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SECTION 2: THE U.S. AHP TECmOLOgy: ITS HCPQRT^CE im mME m STAND 

The public balievea that tachnology Is vital both to the economic 
prosperity of the United States and in sustaining the Influanca of this 
countjfy worldwlda. At the aatte time, people do not spontaneoualY include 
technology when asked, for eKsnpls, to list the most important factors that 
eontrlbuta to American prosperity, Wiile the U.S. Is viewed as a ^orld leader 
in technology, large numbers of ^ar leans fael that ether countries are 
"catching up." Govarnment leaders rank the davalopment of riew technology as 
the nation's most important economic goal, and leaders in the area of science 
and technology policy say that this country should seek to laad the world in 
basic research. 
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FINDING #2 

MOST AlffiRIGANS CONSIDER TEOTJOLOCT TO BE VITAL TO OUR PROSPmiTY Am INrXUENCE 
IN THE WORUD, 

TA-irA^AirArirA A A A A A A A 4 A A A A A A A^-A-A"A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A J HNrJNL^ A-A A A A A A A A kA-A^^-kM rk-kit 



Detailed ObsarvatlQfi 

The public consistently rmke *eclentlflii research" mA ^Industrial taiow-how" 
aa zDaJor faetors that centinue to s^e Amarlca great, Alttou^ "technological 
genius" rarfcs lower en the list, a solid majority says it is ^tal too. 



Qi Now I 'is going to read you some things some people believe have made 

America great. Looking ahead to the next 25 years, for each item I read, 

tell me if you think it will be a malor factor In cQntinulng to make 
America great, a minor factor, or hardly a factor at all ?^ 





1979 


1977 


1975 


1973 




« 


t 


% 


% 


Selentiflc research 


89 


91 


NA 


NA 


Industrial know-how 


80 


80 


86(1) 


87(1) 


Rich natural resources 


79 


77 


79 


65 


Democracy as its political systea 


74 


72 


NA 


NA 


Skill at organising production 


74 


71 


MA 


NA 


Technological genius 


73 


78 


MA 


NA 


Free, unlimited education for all qualified 


67 


75 


75 


78 


Deep religious beliefs 


57 


61 


MA 


NA 


People of different racial and 










religious backgrounds 


NA 


NA 


58 


57 



* The wording in 1973 and 1975 was "Looking ahead to the next 10 years." 

(1) The wording in 1973 and 1975 was "Indui trial know-how and scientific 
progress * " 

Source: Harris, national, (1979t n- 1514); (1977: n - 1498); (1975: n - 
1519); (1973: n - 1513). 
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Detailed Obasrvatlon 



Additionally, p\Alle gees acimtlflc reaeareh and teehnologiQal 

development as ne&essa^ to maltitain eMnoaia prosperity md Increase U.S. 



T^l^ #2-2 



"Do you a gree that selentlf le researeh and technQlOEleal dsvelopmant (raad 
list) ar dotA* t^QU agrea ?^ 



Nov. 1977 



,Are necessary to keep the 
country prosperous . " 



Agree 
% 

92 



Don* t 

Agree 
% 



4 



Not 
Sure 
% 

4 



,Are the main factors in 
increasing productivity*" 



69 



16 



IS 



Source! Harris, Nov, 1977, national, n - 1520, 
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Detailed Observation 

Finally, •teehnoleglcal toiow-how" rai&s first in factors that contribute most 
to U,S, influance In thm world, 

TABLE #2-3 

Q* ^ People give different reasons to explain the degree of Influence the 
United States has in the world. Of the things listed on this card, which 
two do you think contribute the aost to U.S. Influence in the world ?" 

(Percentages of first and second responses are combined) 

Oct,_1979 



% 



1. 


Our 


technological know-how 


45 


2, 


Our 


form of government 


41 


3, 


Our 


economic sys tern 


26 


4. 


Our 


scientific creativity 


22 


5. 


Our 


natural resources 


19 


6, 


Our 


religious heritage 


15 


7. 


Our 


educational system 


14 


8. 


The 


racial and ethnic mlHture 





of our population 10 



Source: Institute for Survey Research, Temple University for the National 
Science Foundation, Oct. 1979, national, n 1635, 
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patalled Qbsarvatlon 

A large majority says It is vei^ toportant that ^erlea be a leader in 
"scientifie growtii and dCT^lopment* . In part, ttils pereeptlon raats on the 
view ttiat the world depend on U.S. industrial ta©w-how, teGtmology, and 
selentifie researeh. 



trnm #2-4 

^ How Impertant da you think it is that the United States be a leader in 
seientifio growth and develepment^^vervr inrnortant, fairly important ^ not 
too iroportant, or not at all iaportant ?" 

Hay 1979 



% 

Very important 74 
Fairly Important 19 
Not to© important 4 
Not at all Important 1 
Don't know 3 



Source: Roper Organization, March 1979, national, n - 2004, 



T^LE #2-5 

" Does the rest of the world dBpend on the United States a lot, a little, 
or not at all for.,.'' 



Nov. /Dee. 1973 



A Lot A Little Not At All 
% " %' % 
.Developing industrial know-how," 74 19 2 

" * . , Technology . " 67 24 3 

" . , .Seientifie researeh." 65 27 3 



Source: ABC News/Harris, Nov, /Dec. 1978, national, n - 1195, 
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Detailed Qbaervatlon 

However, p©licy leadeTB In selenee md teGhnolo^ are more likely to say that 
Amariea should lead the vorld in basic scientific research rather than applied 
science and teclmalo^. 



TABLE #2-6 

Q* " As a matter of national pQlloy, do ycu think the United States should 
seek to be the leader In almost all areas of basic scientific research 
(applied science and technoloiiy) , or should we focus our efforts on only 
selected areas of basic research (applied science and technology) ? 



"The U.S. should be a leader in all areas of.," 



Nov. /Dec. 1981 
% 

"...Basic Scientific Research," 50 



Applied Science and Technology," 38 



Source: Public Opinion Laboratory at Northern Illinois University, Nov, /Dec, 
1981. Nongovernmental policy leaders in aalence and. technolagy 
(scientists, engineers, doctors, science journalists and other 
professional leaders in science related areas from universities, 
nonprofit institutions and industry), national, n - 287. 
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A A A A A A A A A A A I I kSkAA^AA^AMAk A A A A-ArJtMrAl A A A A A A A A A A A A AA A jrAAAAii *ArJ^-k-A'irirkA A I A AA k^ArArAk A A A A A 

FINDING #3 

AT rai BmE, TUffi, MOST I^miCANS m NOT SPONTiWEOUSLY Tttim OP TECimOLOGY OR 
TECHNOlJOGlCM. raOW-HOW AS ISSENTIAL FOR ECONOMIC HROSPmiTY GROWraV 
RATHER, IT APPE^ TOEY NEED TO BE REMINDED OF TECHNOIWY'S REIATIONSHIP TO 
GROWTH. 

A"A-AA-A"A-A-A-A"A"A-A-A-A-A"^^^ A A A-»-A"A-A AA A A A 4 A A A A^AAA A A A A AA A A A A AA-A AA A-JTrA A AAAAAAAAAAAAAA * 



Pe tailed Obaarvation 

Whan asked in an open-ended queatlon (wltiiout being givmn a Hit of factars) , 
Amerleai^ mom% often sited ■polltloal change/new leadeirs* md "tiie development 
of new Induatry* as tiie Boat li^ortant faetoirs eneotiraging economic growth. 
^Modam technologjr'' reoelved only a alddle r«&ing. Yet when given a list of 
possible factors, "aie current state of Amerle«i teclmolo^, Imow-how and 
limovation® was ranked first. 



TiUMJ #3-1 



Q • " What Is encouraging the eeonomy to grow ? " 
( Pe o ple answered In tiisir own words ) , 

Sept. /Oct. 1979 ^ 



% 

Political change j new leaders 14 

Development of new industry 10 

President taking control/president has power to control Inflation 7 

Individual ambition to gat ahead 7 

Modern tachnolo^ 3 

High wages 3 

Using altarnativa energy sources 3 

People helping the economy grow - all other reasons mantloned 14 

Governmant helping the economy grow - all other reasons mentioned 10 

Business helping the economy grow - all other reasons mentioned 10 

Don't know 52 



*Note: This question was asked to only those respondents who statad that 
there are factors that eneouraga the economy to grow (29% of total 
sample j n - 580), Table percentages ara for this subsMiple only* 

Source: Roger Seasonweln Associates for. Union Carbide, Sept,. /Oct. 1979, 
national, n - 2000. 
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TABL E #3-2 



Q: " I am mim to read down a Hit of Items , Aa 1 do, I want you to tell me 
whether sach one is helping the nation's eoonomy grow, or holding back the 
nation's economic growth, or im having vary little effeot on the nation* a 
eeonomic growth. Is it your feeling that these Items are helping this 
nation's economy grow or holding growth baGk. or not having much of an 
effect on the growth o£ the nationVs economy ?" ~ 

Sept./Oot. 1979 



Helps economic Holds down 

growth growth 

% % 

The eurrent state of American teelmolo^p know-how 

and innovatlofi 63 13 

Major corporations 43 33 

The current level of productivity 34 37 

Labor unions . 23 .49 

The amount of taxes the average business pays 27 * 41 

Environmental protection laws and regulations 25 41 

The amount of taxes the average person pays 24 51 

Government spending 20 62 

Materials and products imported 

from foreipi nations 18 63 

Governmental regulation 

(other than eviromental laws) 14 51 

The size of the federal government 12 54 

The energy situation 8 81 

Inflation 5 86 



Source: Roger Seasonwein Associates for Union Carbide, Sept. /Oct., 1979, 
national, n - 2000, 
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FINDING #4 

THE PUBLIC WmW THAT mE U,S. HAS THE LEAD ON OTHER COUNTRIES IN BASIC 
SCI^IFIC RESEAROT AND APPLI^ SCIENCE AITO TEaWOLOOTp BUT MANY PEOPLE 
CONTINUE TO TOIL IHAT omm. COinriMES ARE "CATCHING UP.* 

A A A A A A A A A A AAA A A A-^A-A"A-A A A A A A A A A A AAA A A A A A AAAAAAAAAA A^TA-A^ A A A^A^ A A»^irArA-A A A A A A A A A A A -kici^ 



Datalled QbBeryatlen 

People incrsasltigly say that ^srloa ±m ahead ©£ etiiec eoimtrlee In tte 
developmraC of hl^ techneloaf, a trand suggesting Aat many may feel overall 
U.S. competltlvaiiesa rebowided and Amerlaan oompanlea are now better 

positioned t© eo^ete effectively In InternatloMl markets. However, other 
data auggest tiiat large mmbers of Aserieai^ continue to feel ttiat other 
countries are •catching up* to tiie U*S. in the developfflent of hi^ technology. 



TABI^ #4-1 



" Do you think that Amerlea is ahead of other countries In daveloplng high 
tachnology, coroputera and information systems ?" 





Sprlni 


SprlnE 


Fall 


Spring 




1985 


1984 


1983 


1983 




% 


% 


% 


% 


Yes 


65 


56 


58 


55 


Ne 


27 


40 


37 


37 


Don' t know 


9 


4 


5 


8 



Source: Public Policy Analysis for the Los Angelas Times (The New York Stock 
Exehange and UCLA Graduate School Managamant) , Jan, 1985, 

nationalj n « 1014. (Sample sizes for the other years ware not 
available) * 
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Q.* " In the area of resaareh and development and hlEh technQlogy, whleh of ths 
following statements begt desorlbeg how the Unitad States compares with 
nations muoh as Japan and Germany ? 







Jan. /Feb, 


Jan. /Feb. 






1985 


1984 






% 


t 


The 


U.S. has the lead, and this lead is eKpandlng 


14 


7 


The 


U.S. has lead now, but oAers are catching up 


41 


41 


The 


U.S. and others are aC the same level 


16 


19 


The 


U.S. Is behind others but Is catching up 


18 


17 


The 


U.S. Is behind others and Is falling further behind 


7 


11 


Don' 


t knew 


5 


5 



Soure©: Cambridge Reports, Ine,, Jan, /Feb. 1985, national, n - 1430. The 
Jan* /Feb. 1984 sunrey also was national and approximated the 1985 



Q* " Some obseryers say that the United States is losing Its lead In aolence 
and technology to Japan and Germany. Do you think this Is true or not 
true?" 



May 1981 
% 

U.S. is losing lead 48 



U,S. is not losing lead 38 
No opinion 14 



Source: The Gallup Organization for the 
National Association of Elementary 
Association of Secondary School 
1519, 



Charlea Kettering Foundation, the 
School Principles and the National 
Principals, May 1981, national, n » 
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TABI^ #4-4 

Q • " fig YOU feel that U.S. tte'hTtologV aiid know-how today is better than, equal 
to_,^pr not as good as the technolgRV o£ . . . " 



1981 





Better 


Equal 


Hot as 


Don' 




than 


to 


good as 


know 




% 


% 


% 


% 


.France, " 


70 


16 


4 


10 


. West Germany . " 


45 


34 


12 


9 


.The Soviet Union." 


45 


32 


17 


6 


.Japan. " 


37 


37 


22 


4 



Seurea: Harris, May 1981, national, n -i 1250 • 
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A A A A A A A A A A A A A A i A A^#ilnfcifc^*^ »af A A A AA A ^A-^A-AA- A J rA A AA AA AAJlAAAAj^ A^ ^^ifr^^ 

FliTOING #S 

GOVERNMENT QFFICIM^ NOW ^NK THE DEVElJOH^ra OF NEW TECmgOLOGY AS OUR MOST 
IMPORTANT ECONOMIC GOAL, 

- ^irA-A^M^ AA A AAA AA AAAA AAA AAA AAAAAAAAA A A A A A*ifrA-A-A"A A A A A A A A A A A A A-^A^A^A-A-A jNNN^A^^ A^^ 



Detailed Obgarvation 

Oovanment officials now feel that the davalopttent of nw technoloa^ Im tht 
moBZ ImpDrtant aconomle goal for tiie nation. 



T^^ #5-1 

Q' " Here Is a list of soma economic goals for the nation. Plaase tell me 
^hlch you feel are the most important for ua to pursue as the ourre nt 
time J* ^ ~ " 

OoverTunent Offioials 



Developing new technology 

Kaaping down intarast ratas 

Increasing international eompetltlvenesa 

Craating new jobs 

Increasing productivity 



Souroei Corporate Priorltias Environmental Scan, Yankelovich, Skelly & White, 
Inc, for AT&T, 1985, Govarnment officials: national, n - 118, 



1985 


1984 


1983 


(Rank) 


(Rank) 


(Rank) 


1 


4 


6 


2 


1 


2 


3 


5 


7 


4 


2 


3 


5 


3 


4 
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FIMDING #6 

FOUR IN TEH SAY Tm QUALlTy OF U.S. EDUCATION CONTINUES TO HARM EFFORTS TO BE 
A WORI^ TECHNOI^GICAL LE^m. ADDITIONAliY, LARGE NUMBERS CITE INSUFFICIENT 
INVESTMENT IN HESMRCT AND DEyEjOBlffiNT AS A REASON FOR LOW PRODUCTIVITY ASKED 
WHAT AFFECTS (OR AFFKOTD) AMmCA'S TECimOLOGICM. CAPABILITY, A MAJORITY 
NAMED A NUMBER OF. EVENTS , INCWJDING PROBLHIS IN THE AUTO INDUSTRY BUT NOT 
INCLUDING Tm TRAINING OF U.S. mGlNEERS. 



***ArA-*"*AA'A^rkMrk^A-k^A"AAA A A A * A A A Jl A A A Jl A A A J t»*» A- A j l A A A * A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A AA A A A * ****** 



Detailed Observation 

^ Americans feel Oiat tiie current quality of American education continues 
to harm U.S. efforts to be a world teebnologlcai leader, tod, as reeently as 
1983, a majori^ also said that Insufficient fmiding for research and 
development of new products and teclmology was partly responsible for 
America's low productlvl^. 



TABU #6-1 

"li ffiS eurrent q uality of American education helping: or harming the 

efforts of the United States to maintain itself as a wo rld technoXoEical 
leader?" — ~ — " 

Jan. /Feb. 1983 
% 

Helping 38 
(Both) 12 
Harming 40 
(Don't know) 10 

Source: Cambridge Reports, Inc., Jan. /Feb. 1985, national, n - 1430. 
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tmm #6-2 



Qi "It has been said that the U.S. lagi behind some other countries such as 
West Germany and Japan on productive* ty- -that Is, the number of units of 
produets that are produced per employee. Here's a list of reasons that 
have been given for lower productivity by American industry, (Card 
shown . ) Would yoU read doTO that list and for each, tell me whether you 
think It Is a malor reason, a minor reason or a not a reason for lower 
product Ivlty In the U,S, ?.r." - - - __ -_- _ 



. Not enough money is spent on scientific research and development of 
peW-pgQducts and technology . " 



April April/May April/May 

1983 _ 1981 1980 









% 


% 


% 


% 


Major 


feasen 


20 




19 




19 








> 52 




> 47 




Minor 


ressen 


32 




28 




28 


Not a 


reason 


40 




41 




37 


Don' t 


know 


7 




13 




16 



% 

> 47 



Source: Roper OrganlEatlon, national, (April 1983: n - 2000;) <Aprll/May 
1981: n-1999)j (April/May 1980: n-2009). 
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Detailed ObgeCT'atlon 

In terms ©f what affeotad i^srlea*s teehnologleal capability, a majority named 
a number of events as oaualng our reputation to deollne. The drop in American 
produetivi^p the problems of tihe auto Indust^ in eompeting with Japan, and 
the defeat in Vietnam lead the list« Udweverp Japan wae not felt to be doing a 
better job at training engineers and sclestiata^ 



TABI£ #6-3 

Q* "In reoent years, a ntimbar of things have happened to the U.S. which have 
raised some doubts about our know*how and teehnological superiority. For 
each one of these things I'm going to read you, would you tell me whether 
you think it was a malor setback for our reputation for technoloelcal 
capability, a minor setback, or hardly a set baek ?" 



May 1981 

Major Minor Hardly A Not 
Setbaek Setback Setback Sure 



4 % % % 

The steady decline in produetlvity in 

this eountry , . 64 24 8 4 

The problems ttat the U.S. auto industry is having 

competing with f:he Japanese . * 64 24 9 3 

The U,S. defeat In Vietnam 62 21 12 5 

Japanese success in making high quality cameras , 

radios, and TV sets^ cars and other products 53 29 15 3 

The failure of some of our helicopters in the 

mission to free hostages in Iran..,,.^ 52 29 16 3 

The lack of progress by AjBariean industry to 

modernize its plants with higji tectaology. 52 30 13 5 
The accident at the nuclear power power plant at 

Three Mile Island 46 34 16 4 

The decline of safety in many U.S. -made products.... 44 35 17 4 



Source: Harris, May 1981, national, n * 1250, 
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Q: '^ Thlnkln^ spaclfieally about the acQnomy npw, how would you rata the job 
Japan is dolTig (in the followltiR areas) compared to the United States? 
(Would you say Japan is doing a better job than the U>5. a" worse" job, or 
about the aame? )" 



Utilizing a high ooneentration 
of technology in their Industries 



Training engineers and scientists 



March 1982 



Japan Japan 

is doing is doing About 

a better a worse the Not 

job j^ob _ same sure 

% % % % 

55 6 32 ? 

37 12 42 9 



Source! Harris for Asaiti Shlmbun, March 1982, national, n • 1599* 
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SECTION 3: EERCEI-gED QUAUTY OF U.S. VS. FOREIGN PRODUCTS 



The public express concern about the quality of Amertean-made 
products. Many people say, for example, that foreign cars are of batter 
quality than those built In the U.S; and foreign cars are increasingly felt to 
be better In specific ways: in the quality of workmanship and freedom from 
repairs and in providing better gas mileage. In fact, large numbers of 
Anerlcans say they will buy an American-made car because it is built In this 
S^^EL. not because It Is of higher quality or of better value. Importantly^ 
however, the public does not believe that the coaparatively poor quality of 
U.S. products is due to poor engineering or inadequate technology; rather the 
public cites other factors. Including deficiencies in the aanagemant of 
American companies, labor costs, and subsidies of foreign governments. 



37 

o 
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FINDING #7 



If**** 



THE PUBLIC IS DIVIDED ABOUT VHEram AMBRIC^-MADE PRODUCTS (ESPECIAIXY 
AUTOMOBIIJIS), OF BETTm QUM.ITY Tl^ THOSE MADE OVmSEAS. 



Only one in four atirongly believes tiiat Amerlcw^made produete are of 
generally higher qimllty ^an those manufaott^ed elsewhere. People are 
divided about the quality of Anerloan and foreign carap especially ^ose made 
in Japan and Genaany. toong the young and those in hi^er Inoome brackets, 
Eajorltles say the quality of foreign ears is superior* 



TABIE #7-1 



" For each of the statementa which X will read to you, please tell me 
whether you strongily agree, mostly agree > tnostly disagree, or Wrongly 
disagree*" ~ 



Strongly Agree 
% 

► Products produced by Ajnerican companies , 
at home or abroad, are better quality" 25 



Source: Corporate Priorities Envlroimental Scan, Yankelovich, Skelly ^ 
White, Inc. for ATfirT, 1985, national, n- 2424 (16 years or older, 
including 99 collage students living on oampus). 
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TABLE #7-2 

Q- "Do yeu t hink Japanese ears are better Qve rail than ^eriean ears or not ?" 

May 1985 
% 

Yast better 35 
No, not better 50 
Don't know/l^o answer 15 

Source: Aaaoeiated Prsai/Medla General, May 1985, national, n - 1402. 

TABU #7-3 

"Let's talk about Japanese automobiles ^ gpeelfieally. Do you think they 
are usually be tter quality than those made here, or about the same, or not 
as good quality as those made here "? 

May 1983 
% 

Better ^ 35 

Same 27 
Not as good 26 
Not sure/Refused 12 

Source: Los AnEeles Times . May 1983, natiQnal, n - 1395. 



TABI£ #7-4 



Q: "I am going to read a limt ©f products and industriea. For each, tell me 
if you feel it is one for xtiidh American brands are clearly better or it 
Is one for which overseas brands are aa good or better,,," 



, Automobiles " 

May 1983 
% 

toerican best 48 
Overaeas aa good or better 45 
Don't know 7 



Source: Gallup for Newsweek . May 1983, national, n - 915. 
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TJ^IM #7-5 



Q: " Do you, think ferelEn ears are or are not batter made than ears 

manufaecured by U.S. eonipanlas ?" 



Jan. 1981 



Foreign cars U.S. cars Nw No 

are better are better difference opinion 

% % % % 

Total SamBle ; 34 35 X9 11 



18-34: 40 30 23 7 

35-49: 38 35 21 6 

50+: 24 43 14 19 

Income : 

Under S15K: 23 41 18 18 

$15K.$25K: 35 36 20 9 

Over $25K: 46 31 18 5 



Note: No significant differences were found by sex or region. 



Source: Audits and Surveys for the Merit Report, Jan. 1981, national n - 
1200. 
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Detailed Observation 



/^erleans have long felt that forelpi ears vera auperiar In tenns of economy 
and gas mileage. However, Inareaalng ntmibers now feel that foreign cars are 
batter In a number of respeots related to how they are englnaered their 
overall workmanship p riding comfort, mA freedom from repairs. 



"We would like to get your general impreaslon of foreign ears versus 
American cars of more or less comparable sIes, I'll read off some 
qualities or characteristics of carg, and for each ask how you think 
foreign cars compare with American cars . . . " 

June June June June June June June June June June 
'84 '83 '82 '81 ^80 '79 *78 '77 '76_ '75 



Gas Economy/Good Mileage 
Foreign cars are: 
A lot/A 

little better 74 76 71 72 73 70 61 68 60 66 

Riding Comfort 
Foreign cars are: 
A lot/A 

little better 23 20 14 16 13 14 10 10 10 10 

Quality ©f Worl^anship 
Foreign cars are: 
A lot/A 

little better 55 58 51 46 44 41 35 30 31 32 

Freedom from Repairs 
Foreign cars are: 
A lot/A 

little better 33 36 28 26 24 24 17 18 17 18 

Enjoyable to drive/ 

Ease of Handling 
Foreign cars are: 
A lot/A 

little better 36 34 27 28 28 26 21 20 19 20 



Source: Roper Organization, national, (1975: n- 2004); (1976: n - 2004); 

(1977: n - 2001)j (1978: n - 2002); (1979: n- 2006); (1980: n- 

2006); (1981: n-2003); (1982: n - 2000); (1983: n - 2000); 
(1984: n - 2000). 
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fr** ****** 

FINDINQ #8 



WIERICANS ARE ALSO DIVIDED IN TOEIR PERCEPTIONS ^OUT THE QU^ITY OF A^IGAN 
TEI^ISION SETS COMPA^D TO FO^IGN M^S. 

*** **-A"i^*-A"A-*****^^ jrJ^A-kk-krA-iLk A A A AA AAA ******** 



pBtalled Obiervatlon 

« 

While Ama^lcaM ara divided about %rtietlier foreign ears are higher quall^ than 
ttiose built In the U.S., they are alao divided about the quall^ of Amerlaan 
telavlslona con^ared to overseas brands. 



Q* " I am Eolng to read a list of produoti and industries. For each, tell me 
If you feel it Is one for whleh Amarlaan brands are araarly better or It 
is one for whlah overseas brands are as good or better , * * " 

" . , . Televisions . " 

May 1983 
% 

Amsrican best 50 
Overseas as good or better 39 
Don't know 11 



SourQe: Gallup for Newsweek . May 1983, national, n - 915, 
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-A-A A A A A- A A A A A A A A A A A A^JH^-A'A-A ^ J^jHhi-A J^^ Ai ^i^^»»#^Hf»*^ 



IN ASSESSING mE QUM^ITY OF VARIOUS PRODUCTS, FACTORS OTHm mm TEGimOLOGlCAL 
SUPERIORITy SEmi TO ACCOWOT FOR AlffiRlCM*S VIEWS. IN FACT, MOST FEOPU) DO NOT 
FEEL THAT UffORTEB BR^S tm BETTK DESIGNED OR MGINE^D. RATOER, THE 
QUALITY OF JAPANESE AND QWm FOREIGN-MADE PRODUCTS IS BEM TO BE THE RESULT 
OF l^AGE^nST PRACTICES, LOW^. LABOR COSTS, PRICE, AHD GOVmMQIT SUBSIDIES. 

A-AA"A-JrArA-A-A*iA A^*A A A A A A A AA A-A-A-A-A A A"A"rA-A"A A A A^^ A A A A-A-AAAA A A JHl"A"A-A-A^AA-A-JHL"A-A"AA* 



mkilm most people say new teeltoologlas impT&^B the quality of consu 
producta, thay do think better immipt or engineering Is the main rea 
far the high quallqr and overall suaceae of Isiparted brands fn U.S. markets. 



Q' "Soma peo ple say the introductlen of naw technologlas makes consumar 
products bett ar, Othar people gay the Introduetion of new tecHnolOElea 
usuall y causes the sacrlflee of soma produot quailty. Which of thase 
views Is closer to your own ? 



Detallad Observation 



TABU #9-1 



Improves quality 



Jan./Fiib, 1985 
% 
58 



Lowers quality 



13 



Botii 



24 



Don't know 



6 



Souree: Cambridga Reports, Inc, , Jan. /Fab. 1985, national, n - 1430. 
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TABI^ #9-2 

Q* " In many pyoduet areas, Imperted brands are celling better reXatlva to 
Amerlean brands than they dld^ aay. ten year g ago. 1[ am going to read 
some possible reaiona for this. For eaeh, tell me If this ii an Iniportant 
reason for the sueaega of Imported brands . . , " 

" * . . Imported brandg are better deslRned and better engineered 

May 1983 
% 

Yes^ iniportant 39 
No 54 
Don't know 7 

Source: Gallup for Newsweek , May 1983, national, n - 915. 



Detailed Obssrvatlon 



In factp a majority of tha piAlia feels tliat tte Japanese, though good at 
developing their own producte and teehnologiea , do not have .better teGhnology 
than the U.S. Most people attribute Japan's sueoess In U.S. markets to a 
belief that Japanese oompanles are better aanaged and benefit from lower labor 
coats, prlaes, and government aiAs Idles. 



TABm #9-3 



Q: As you know, a lot ©f produeta made In Japan, such aa IV (television) 
aets, VCR* a (Video Cassette Recordera) , computera, motoreyGles, ai.'^os, and 
others, are sueceasfully sold In this oountry.) Now, do you think an 
Important re ason why Japanese produeta are oompetltive In the U^sT is 
because the Japaneae have better teohnologyt or not ? ~ 



la 

Is Not 
Not sure 



March 1985 

% 
34 
60 

6 



Source: Harris for Business Week . March 1985, national, n - 1253. 



EKLC 



40 



Q I " Here are, seme statements people have made ajtgut Japanese Industry. For 
eaeh tell me whether you agree or disagree ,.," 

" , , , Tha Japanesa are^^^rr good at copy 1^ at\d Imitating other people's 
products and Inventions, buc not much good at developliig their own , " 

Maroh 1982 



% 

Agree 31 
Disagree 63 
Not sure 5 



Source: Harris for Asaiti Shlmbun, March 1982 i national, n - 1599, 



Qi Now, do you think an Important reason why Japanese products are 
competitive in the ILS_.__is because , , * " 



" , , , Japanese companies are better managed i or not ? 



June 1984 



% 

Is 56 
Is Not 34 
Not sure 10 



Source: Harris for Business Week . June 1984, national, n - 1256, 
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TABUE #9-6 



Q; "There hay# been tlmeg when ethgr county teg hav been able to sell their 



goods In 


thia 


country at lower prices 


than American made goods. Here 


are 


some of 


the 


reasons that have been 


given as to why this is possible. 


For 


each one 


tell 


me whether vou think it 


ia a reason, or is not a reason* 


or 



whsthar you don't know if it Is a reason ? " 



Sept. /Oct. 1977 



A Reason Not a Reason Don't know 



Labor costs are cheaper In other 
countries. 



% 

92 



% 
4 



% 



Some countries sell their goods mora 
cheaply In the U.S. than they do in 
their omi countrlaa just to get 

additional sales In the U.S* 57 24 20 



Some governments subsidize the 
manufacturing of goods so that 

production coats are lower. 53 24 23 



Manufacturing and processing plants 
in other cotmtrles are mors modem 
and efficient and produce lyings 

more quickly 18 £8 14 



Technology of mani:^acti^lng and 
processing la more advanced In 

other aountrles 13 73 14 



Source: Roper Organisation, Sept. /Oct. 1977, national, n - 2004, 
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FINDING #10 

MANY PEOPLE SEEM TO BUY AMERICM CMS BECAUSE TH^ ARE i^miCM! MADE NOT 
BECAUSE ^f^ICAN CMS ARE FELT TO BE OF HIGHER QUALITY, ~ 

v;^ ;^ ArJrA-A-A-A-AiA^A-A^^ ^ A A A A A A A AA A A A A A A A k J t^JHL^Jt A A A A AA-A-A A A A A A A A A A^-A^A- A A"A A A A A A A A A A ^NN^#^#ifr^ 



Detailed Observation 

Of those plarmlng to buy a car wl^ln the neK*^ two years, an ©verwhelaing 
majority says ttiey will birf an AmerlQan made ear because it Is American made , 
not because it is of better qxiality. ~ ' ' ^ ' ' 



TABUE #10-1 



"As thing s look now, do you think your next car will deflnitsly ba an 
American ea r, probably be an ^erican oar, probably be a foreign ear/ or 
definitely be a foreign car ? — _ 



May/ May/ 

June June June June June June June June June June 

1984 1983 1982 1981 1980 1979 1978 1977 1976 197S 

% % % % % % % % %" % 

Plan to buy a 
car in next 

year or two 29 22 21 22 22 23 23 24 22 22 



Source: Roper OrganiEation, national, (1975: n - 2004) ; (1976: n - 2004); 

(1977: n - 2001) r (1978: n - 2002); (1979: n - 2006); (1980: n - 
2006); (1981: n-2003); (1982: n - 2000); (1983: n - 2000); 
(1984: n - 2000). 
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TABLE #10-2 
Hay/ May/ 





June 
1.984 


June 
1983 


June 
1982 


June 
1981 


June 
1980 


June 
1979 


1978 


1977 


1976 


1975 


It will be:* 


% 


1 


% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


% 






Definitely Ameriean 


53 


52 


52 


57 


52 


52 


67 


58 


71 


67 


Probably American 


, 20 


19 


19 


14 


19 


17 


18 


17 


14 


14 


Probably foreign 


13 


14 


14 


14 


14 


13 


9 


12 


5 


9 


Definitely foreign 


7 


10 


10 


10 


10 


9 


5 


9 


5 


5 


Don ' t know 


7 


5 


5 


5 


S 


9 


5 


4 


5 


5 



TABLE #10-3 



"Do you plan to buy an AjBerlean car bagausa ygu think ^arican ears are 
bettar than foraign cars, or beaausa you lust prafar to buy Amar lean- made 
products ?"^ 



Batter 

Prafar to buy Amerlaan 
Both or don*t knoi^ 



May/ 






May/ 


June 


June 


June 


June 


1984 


1983 


1982 


1981 


% 


% 


% 


% 


17 


20 


25 


25 


58 


73 


67 


63 


25 


7 


8 


12 



*Note: These questions were asked to only those respondents who stated that 
they probably will buy a car within the next year or two. Percentages 
in both tables are for this subsample only. 



Source: Roper OrganiEation, national, (1975: n ■ 

(1977.- n - 2001); (1978' n - 2002); (1979; 

2006); (1981: n - 2003); (1982: n - 

(1984: n - 2000). 



2004); (1976' n - 2004); 
n - 2006); (1980: n - 
2000)' (1983: n - 2000); 
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SECTION 4; TECHNOLOGICAL DEVELOPM^ AND PROTECTIONISM 

Americans generally say that trade with Japan Is "harmful" to the 
U.S. ecenomy. Yet most people tend to relect protectionist measures as a 
remedy, favoring modernization and Increased investment in technological 
research and englneerlhg as solutions to America's difficulty in competing 
internationally . 
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FINDING #11 

THERE IS A GENERAL fZZUSG AMONG AlffiRICANS niAT mADE WITH JAPAN DOES MORE 
HARM THAN GOOD TO mE U.S. ECONOMX. HOWEVm, IH SPITE OF THIS raELlNG 
AMERICANS GENmAll.Y FEEL THAT THE WAY TO INCRMSE PROSPERITY MTO REGAIN OUR 
COMPETITIVE POSITION IS NOT mmoUOH PROTECTIONISM BUT BY INCREASING 
PRODUCTIVITY TimOUGH MODERNIZATION, INCREASING ODR REU^CE ON HIGH 
TECMOLOGY, AND, UOORTAHnX, ^OTGH BETTER HSGINEmiHG. 

■A - A A ■ AA-A-**! ^ -*^*:* A A A A AAAA A A A A A A A A jMirAiiW^"*A A ArA"^^^ A A A AAA A A A A A * AAA A A A A A i A * 



Detailed Observaclpn 

A solid majority of the puillc believes than ct^fapetltlon from Japanese toports 
does more harm to this cotmtry thui good. 



TABL E #11-1 



"There has been a lot of talk lately about competition from Japanese -made 
products and the amount of Japanese -made products being sold In the United 
States, such as automobiles, steel, cameras, and high technology. Do you 
think import eompetltlon from Japan does more harm than good to^ this 
country, more lood than harm, or doesn' t It matter one way or the other ? 



More harm than good 
More good than harm 
Doesn't matter 
It depends (vol.) 
Not sure 



Sept. 1985 
% 
56 

23 

19 

1 

1 



July 1985 
% 
60 

20 

17 

1 

2 



Source: Harris, Sept. 1985, n^.tlonal, n - 1225, July 1985, national, n - 1252. 
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Detailed Obgervatlon 

A majority of the pvhllc rejaets iDpoalng proteetlonist oeasures in order to 
increase prosperity or regain a competitive trading position. Rather, people 
want ^erican industry tD modemlEe and *^ompeta. 



TAMM #11-2 

Q ' " Whieh of the follov/jl r ig two ^tatementa more closely reflects your vlewa ? " 

Hay 1985 
% 

•'U*S, automakers could develop bet«:er engineered 
and better priced cars and don't need import 

reatrieclons . ^ 59 

OR 

"Import reatrictions on Japaneaa cars are 
necessary to protect "*:he U.S» auto IndusCty 
and its workers," 

Don't know/No answer XO 



Source: Associated Press/Media General, May 1985, national, n • 1402, 
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T^LE #11-^3 

Q' " Far thege gtatements, please tell me whether you strongly agrea, mostl-s 
agree, mostly disagree, or atrongly dlgagree^ " 



1985 



Strongly Agree 
% 



''.,.Wa should eontlnue to manufaeture a wide variety 
of products in the U.S. to avoid beeoming dependent 
an foreign companies." 62 



".,.We should stop Imports of foreign products when 
they cause Americans to lose their Jobs." 47 



",.*Our governinent should support American aompanies 
that compete with foreign countries." 39 



Source: Corporate Prlorltlas EnvlroTunental Scan, Yankelovloh, Skelly €i yhlte, 
Inc, for ATSlT 1985, national, n - 2424 (16 years or older, including 
99 eollege students living on campus). 
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TABUS #11-4 



Q* " Here are three suggestions. Which ane do you think the U.S. should do to 
correot this situation?" * (That U,S, produots ean not compete in world 
markets , ) 



March 1983 
% 

.Modernise unaompetitive Industries, 
hold dowci wages, try to oompete," 52 

OR 

.Increase trade barriers to keep fyrelgn 
p *oducts outp even though other countries 
may respond by keeping our products out of 
their markets." 22 

OR 

"...Get out of these Industries and emphasize 

high technology industries Instead." 17 



None (vol) 3 
Not sure (vol) g 



*NOTE: Asked of registered voters who feel U.S. products cannot compete in 
world markets any more (36% of total sample, n * 363), 



Source: Yankelovtch, Skelly & White /Time Magazine . March 1983. national 
registered voters, n - 1008. 
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Detailed Qbsyr^atlon 



Both yoiinger and older people ^ay that future economic growth will depand more 
on the davelopment of high technology than on Import rastrlctlons or the 
revltaligatlan of eld industries. 



Tmm #11-5 

Q* "If you ha d to choose ona. do you fael that future econprnie growth will 
coma more from comp uters and high tachnoloEy, revltallEatlon of ~old 
industries or rentrictlons on Imports from abroad?" 



June 1984 



Ages 20-36 Ag:es 50-64 

Computers and high technol©^ 72 59 

Revitalization of old Industries 11 13 

Restrictions on imports from abroad 15 20 

None (vol) ^ g 
Not sure 2 



* less than .5 percent 



Source: Harris for Business Week , June 1984, national, n - 1256. (Sample 
sizes for each age group is unknowi,) 
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SECTION 5^ TECTOJOLOaiCiUL INVESIHENT Pm BUSINESS 



People favor business investment in technological raiaaroh and 
development and aay this is an appropriate use of business profits. Large 
nuinbers of iUnerieans believe that businesses put too high a priority on 
eKecutlve bonuses and "perks,** and, as a result, people feel that oompaniaa do 
not invest enough of their profits in essential research and development* 
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FItroiNS #12 

THE PUBLIC BELIEVIS TOAT RESEAROT AITO DOTELOPlffiNT SHOmJD BE HIGH ON THE LIST 
OF COMP^ USES OF PROFITS. TOT PEOPLE BELIOTE imT mEGUTIVE BONUSES AND 
DIVIDENDS HAVE A MJCH HIGHm ACTUM* PRIORIIY. 

^^^^^itMi rMt^AA-k^k^A-A-kk^k^^ A A A A A AAA A-A-A^A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A* jld l^NhH|^#»*^^-^ 



Detailed Obgervatlon 

More than nine out of ten say research and development le a justified use of 
business profits. In faat, the publle rarfcs only worker salary and benefit 
Increases as higher In Importanoe, and a large Dajori^ feele that businaas 
should significantly Inorease Its oontributlon to eolleges and tmlveraltles 
for basic scientific and technological research. 



T^LE #12-1 



"Now l et me read you a number of thlnRS companies do with their profits . 
For each tell me if you feel that it Is a lustified use "for the profits 
that companies make or not .,," ~ ~ 



" • * . Expand research and development to turn out new and better quality 
products . " 



Feb. 1984 
% 

Justified 94 
Not justified 4 
Not sure 2 



Source- Harris for Business Week . Feb. 1984, national, n - 1251. 
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TAB^ #12-2 

"fflilch 2 er 3 of theaa things do you think should big corporations do most 
with their profit money ? 

June 1983 

Increase salarles/lDenef Its for their workers 64 
Do research and davalopment of new products and produGtlon methods 53 
Contribute to Qharltles/foundatloni 48 
Pay dividends to stoc^oldera 29 
Enpand their existing operations 24 
Cover everyday operating costs of the company 21 
Buy stock In other companies 4 
Give bonuses to top exeoutlves 3 

NOTE: Adds to more than 100% due to multiple responses. 

Source I Roper Organization, June 1983, national, n " 2000, 



TABI^ #12-3 



Q: "I would like to read you a number of statements about the whole question 
of scientific and technological research. For each, tell me If you agree 
or disag ree. Malor U,S, corporations should Increase by a siz abre" 



amount 



£hi money they ^ive to colleges and universities for basic scientific and 

technological research . - _ _ 



Agree 
Disagree 
Not sure 



Sept, 1983 
% 
82 

15 

3 



Source: Harris for Southern New England Telephone, Sept. 1983, national n 
1256. 
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Detailed Obsei^ation 

However p most people thitik tiiat. In faet, buslnass expenditures for research 
and developfflent are a mueh lower priority tihan they should be. Majorities say 
buglnesa is mora likely to use proflta for eKeoutlve bonuses or to pay 
dividends to atpeldiQlders than to invest in research and development* 



T^LE #12-4 



Q: ''There la a lot of talk In the news about profits made by big eorporations 
how they should be greater or smaller, how they should be used one way 
or another, etc. Here Is a list of things big eorporatlons might do with 
the profits they make* (Card shown respondent/) Keeping In mind that it 
might vary somewhat from eompany to eoi^any, could you ahoose the 2 or 3 
things you feel bl^ corporations do most with their profit money ? 



June June 

1983 1979 

% % 

Give bonuses to top exaGutlves 50 32 

Pay dividends to stockholders 50 39 

Expand their existing operations 41 41 

Do research and development of new producte 

and production ineAoda 37 42 

Buy stock In other companies 34 25 

Cover everyday operating costs of company 27 23 

Contribute to charltlea/foundatlons 15 18 

Increase salaries/benefits for their workare 11 23 

Don ■ t know 4 8 



NOTE: Adds to more than 100% due to multiple responses. 

Source: Roper Organl2ation, national, (June 1983: n - 2000); (June 1979* n 
- 2006), 
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TABIM # 12-5 



June 1983 



What Business What Business 



Should Do AGtually Does 
With Profits With Profits 

% " % 

Glva bonuses to top exeeutives 3 50 

Pay dividends t© stockholders 29 50 

EKpand their existing operations 24 41 

Do rasaareh and davalepment e£ new 

produets and production methods 53 37 

Buy stoek In other oompanies ' 4 34 

Cover everyday operating costs 21 27 

Contribute to oharltiea/foundatlons 48 15 

Inerease workers' salariea/^enef its 64 11 

Don ' t know 3 4 



NOTE: Adds to more than 100% due to multiple responses* 



Source: Roper Organisation, June 1983, national, n - 2000. 
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SECTION 6 : TECHMOLQCT Mm TOE FEDERAL TOVMOTmra 



Amsrieana favor government support for teehnologieal R6a and say that 
past govarnmant axpandituras in thii area have "paid off," In fact, a majority 
favori Increased government support of researohp partloularly at the Gollege 
and university level. Government leaders tend to rejeot a any national policy 
that would restrict high technology exports ^ but large numbers among them say 
that there should be some restrictions In this area. 
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FINDING #13 

TEE PUBLIC SAYS TOE FEDEW^ GOVERNMEOT SHOUI^ ACTIVELY SUPPORT ^SEARCH AND 
DEVELOPKENT IK HIGH TEOmOLOGY, SUPPORTING COOPffiATIVE BUSINESS EFFORTS MD 
PROVIDING MORE FUNDING FOR ACADailC RESEARCH, IN L^GE PART, TOESE SENTIMENTS 
ME FUELED BY A BELIEF MAT FEDKAL SOTPORT IN miS MEk mS BEM MONK WELL 
SPENT* 

A - A -A -A-Ar A-A-* A^ A A A^^ k A A A A A AAk-AArAA-AA AAA A A A A-A-A A A A AA A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A j bjW HW^^^jHHl- 



Detailed Obgervatlon 

More than four eltlEens ©ut of five say the federal g©vernmant should play 
actively support high teohnolo^ research and developmant. Two out of three 
say the governmsnt should enaouraga eompanlaa to work together on high 
technDlogy development. 



T^LE #13-1 

Q: '^Some people bsllave thara are areas whara the govarimant just shouldn't 
ba involved and other araas where the government ought to play an 
important role. For eaoh of the foiloving, tell ma whether you think the 
government's rola ought to be vary aotive. not aetive, or not at all 
active* " 



• . in supporting raseareh and development in high teohnolegy . " 

Jan. 1 985 



% 

very aetlve 18 
active 63 
not active 12 
not active at all 3 
don' t know 4 



Souree: Public Policy Analysis for the Los AnEeles Times (The Naw York Stock 
Exchange and VCIA Qraduata School of Management), Jan. 1985, 
national, n - 1014, 
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TA3m #13^2 

"The ^overnmsntflhould encourage e^^ to work tosether to develop 

high te chnology products, Ilka the next generation of powerful "computars7 
to enabia Aroerloan firms to eompate better against the Japanese . 



Strongly agresi 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 
Don' t know 



Jan. 1985 

% 
15 
68 
14 

2 

2 



Source: Public Polioy Analysis for the Los Angeles Times (The New York Stock 
Exehange and UCLA Graduate Sohool of Management) , Jan. 1985 
national, n ^ 1014. 



Detailed Observation 

More than two out of three peopl© say tiha federal goverment should 
slgnlfleantly Increase the MO\mt It gives to oolleges and imlveraltias for 
basie scientific and technological resear^. And seven out of ten say that 
goveriment spending for high technology research has been "effective** or "very 
effective" in achieving Its goals. 



TABI^ #13-3 

"I would like to r ead you a number of statements about the whole quastion 
of scie ntific and technological research. For each, tell me if you agree 
or disagree . . . " 

" • • «The Fed eral Goverrunent should Increase by a sizable amount the money 
it give s to colleges and universities for basic sclantific a^d 
technological research , " — — ^ 



Agree 
Disagree 
Not sure 



Sept. 1983 
% 
68 
28 
4 



Source: Harris for Southern New England Telephone, Sapt. 1983, national, n - 
1256. 
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TABLE #13-4 



Q: "For the moment please ignore whether the government should or should not 
be Involved in eaoh area and tell oe whether you think the goverrunent is 
ef feetlve or inef f eotive in achieving its goals , In e a ch _ c a s e^ please 
tell ma whether the Federal Government is very effeettve, effective, 
ineffective or not effeetiyeat _all , , . " 



" * • .Supporting research and development in high teohnolORV areas , " 



Jan, 1985 



% 

Very ef feetive/ef feotive 71 

Not effeetive/not at all 

effective 17 

Don't know H 



Source: Publie Polioy Analysis for the Los Angeles Times , (The New York Stoek 
iKohange and UCLA Graduate School of Management) Jan* 1985, national, 
n - 1014, 
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FINDING #14 

IN THE 1970S, HEM.TH C^, EDUCATION, AND ENmCT- RELATED RESEARCH WERE THE 
PUBLIC'S PRIORITIES FOR PEDERAliY FLnTOED SGll^IFlG AND TECimOLOGICAL RESEARCH, 



Utir k A A A A A A A AA A"A A AA A A A A A A A A AA A A A-A-A-AA-A-ArArA-A^-A-A-A AA AA AAAA Ark-irA A A A A A A j 



Detailed Observation 



In the 1970s, most people said Improving health ear© was the top priority for 
goverronent funded selenoe and teohnology research. Developing and oonservlng 
energy. Improving edueation and reduelng crime also rud^ed as hl^ priorities. 



T^^ #14-1 

Q: "I would like t© £slk wlEh you about some of Ehe thing! tax sonlas «re 
used for* SGtenee and Etghnelogy ean be diraeted.teward solving prableas 
in many different areas. Wiiah sreas on this Ijat would you aost like to 
receive soienee and teehfiolo^^unding fgoa your tax Boney ?"^ 



Imprqvtng hsalth care 

Devaloping energy sources 
and conserving energy 

Improving education 

Reducing crime 

Dave loping/ improving me- 
thods for produeing food 

Raducing pollution 

Developing/iaprovtng 
national defense 

Prevent ing/treating 
drug addiotion 

Developing faiter/safer 
publio traniportatioA 

Improving auto safety 

Fininotng better birth 
control methods 

Discovering new baste 
knowledge about man 
and nature 

Exploring outer spaoe 

Pradicting/eontrolling 
the weathtr 



Oct, 1979 



I 

SO 



46 
39 
36 

23 
22 

16 

16 



Rank 
<1) 

(2) 
(3) 

W 

(5) 
(6) 

(7)* 

(7)* 



13 (9) 
9 (10)* 



8 (12) 
6 (13) 

4 (14) 



iept. 1976 



I 

57 



33 
3? 

20 
33 



24 

13 
15 



Rank 
(1) 



(3)* 
(2) 

(6) 
(3)* 



10 (10) 
(5) 



(8) 
(7) 



9 (10)* 10 (9) 



(11) 

(12) 

(13) 



July 1974 
« Rank 
(1) 



69 



(4)* 
(2) 



48 
58 

50 (3) 

11 (11)* 

41 (4)* 

26 
29 



ay 

(6) 



18 (9) 

21 (8) 

11 (ID* 

14 (10) 
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May 1972 
4 Rank 
(1) 



(5) 
(3) 



41 

59 

60 (2) 

11 (10)* 

51 (4) 

23 
38 



(6) 



20 (S) 

19 (9) 

11 (10)* 

11 (10)* 



Indieates tie in rank. 



Three areas were requested on the 1979 survey only. 



Source: Institute for Survey Research, Temple University for the National 
Seienee FouiidaClon, Pet. 1979, nitlofial, n • 163S| Opinion Research 
Corporatlen for the National Sclenee Foundation, national, Sept 
1976: n - 2108; JulyAugust, 1974 - n - 2074; May 1972: n - 2009/ " 
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FINDING #15 

WHILE MOST LMDmS BELIiWE THEm SHOUI^ BE momM. RESraiCTIONS ON HIGH 
TECHNOLOGY EttORTS, mEY PREFER A CASE BY CASE APPROAOT RATHER THM A NATIONAL 
POLICY. THE PUBUC GmESM^ IB UOTEGIDED ABOOT THIS ISSUE, 

■k ^^^^ -k- kieis - k^MrkkX-k-X-k^^^ A A A A A-AA-A A-AA AA AA A A A A AA-AA AA A A A A A A A A A AA-AA-A A A A A A A A A A A A A A*^» 



Detailed Observation 

Nearly thraa out of four government officials, pi:blle interest aetlvists and 
eorporate axaeutlves say there should be ai^ort restrlotlons on specific 
technologies. But majorittsa among all leadership groups support a 
oase-by-case approach rather than a comprehensive national policy in this area. 



T^^ #15-1 





"In your opinion are thera any specific technolosles , 


industries 


companies that should be restricted with 


respect 


to exports?" 




• 


Ml 


iV 1985 








Public 






GoverMient 




Interest 


Corporate 




OffiGials 


Media 


Activists 


Executivas 




% 


% 


% 


% 


Yes 


, there should be restrictions 72 


52 


76 


77 


No, 


there should be no restrictions 18 


40 


12 


19 


Not 


sure/no answer 10 


5 


12 


4 



Source: Corporate Priorities EnvlroMiental Scanning Service, Yankelovich, 
Skelly &L White, Inc. for AT&T, May 1985, governnient officials: n - 
85, media editors: n ■ 25, public interest activists: n « 25, 
corporate executives, n 60. 
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TABLE #15-2 



" Some laadefeg say that zhm y,S. neada to ^at_epmprehenslv0_ national policy 
with regard to the exporting of technologies. Other leaders feel that the 
Issue ean only be dealt with on a ease by eaaa basis; and still others 

bell eye it would not possible Co control technology exports in the 

international marketplflee. What's your view ? " 



May 1985 



A comprehensive national policy 
Case-by-case only 
Not possible to control 
Don't know 



GoverniBent 
Officials Media 



% 

32 
44 
18 
6 



% 
20 
52 
24 

4 



Public 
Interest 
Activists 
% 

28 

40 

16 

16 



Corporate 
EKeeutives 
% 

24 

45 

28 

3 



Source: Corporate Priorities Environmental Scanning Service, Yankelovlch, 
Skelly & White, Inc. for AT&T, May 1985, government officials.- n - 
85, media editors: n - 25, public Interest activists* n - 25, 
corporate executives , n 60 . 
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Datalled QbservatlQn 

Almost half ©f the publlG Is uncertain whether fadaral export rastrietions on 
high teehnology produets should exist* 



Q' " The federal govarnmsnt places restrletlona on the aKport of certain 
products like some computers and hlgh-technolofiy componentg because 

it wants to prevent foreign countries trom acquiring these products for 
one reason or another. km a way of increasing U.S. exports, would you 
favor or oppose lifting export reatrtctions on these kinds of products ? 



AprllyHay 1985 
% 

Favor 33 
Oppose 21 
Don't know 46 



Source: Cambridge Reports, Inc., April/May 1985, national, n - 1417. 
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SECTION 7 1 TECmOLOCT, SDI. AND SPACE EXPLOl^ TION 

Affiarieana generally suppert the devalapment of the Stratfigic Defansa 
Inltiatlva (SDI or "Star Wars"), but support is thin and may reflect 
oonfidenee In the President and his judgment more than enthusiasm for the idea 
itaelf. If this Interpretation is eorreot, publle opinion Is potentially 
volatile in this area* 

The public's continuing support for the space program, however* is 
clear, in spite of the recent tragedy with the apace shuttle. Most people say 
the accident was probably caused by an engineering or technological flaw, yet 
even this did not ahake public confidence in acience and technology. 
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FINDING #16 

TOE PUBLIC CmmAlLY SUFFORTS Dm^ELOPMmJT OF TOE SraATEGIC DEFMSE INITIATIVE. 
m^IDENCE ALSO SUGQESTS THE FTOLIC THIOTCS THE SYSTJM Wlli WORK, 

A AA -A AA A ^A^A ^- i ^Ar**^ A A A A A A ATt-A-A-A^rAAA A AA A A AAA A-A A A A AA AA AA A A A AA jhfr^ *^^HNIf*^*»* 



Detailed QbservatiQn 
A majority of Amarleana favors developing SDI. 



TABLE #16-1 



Q: "Taking all things into oonsideration, do you think the United States 
should develop a strategic defense initiative Star Wars --or not?" 

Nov. 1985 
% 

Develop 58 
Not Develop 30 
Not Sure 11 
Refused 1 

Souroe: Los Angeles Times . Nov, 1985, national, n - 2041 



TABLE #16-2 

Q: "Supporters say suoh weapons (Star Wars or the Strategic Defense 
Initiative) could guarantee proteetion of the United States from nuclear 
attack and are worth whatever they cost. Opponents say such weapons will 
not work, will increase the arms race, and that the research will cost 
many billions of dollars. How about you: Would you say you approve or 
disapprove of plans to develop such space -based weapons? ^" 

Nov. 1985 July 198S 
% % 
Approve 55 41 
Disapprove 38 53 
Don't know/^o Opinion 6 5 

Source: ABC News /Washington Post , Nov, 1985, national, n • 1507; July 1985, 
national, n - 1506, 
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TABI^ #16-3 

Q: "President Reagan has proposed developing a defensive system that would 
destroy ineoming Russian missiles before they reach the United States. 
Some psople say it might be difficult technologically, but we should try 
to dsvalop it* Other people say it would be inspraeticalp eKpenslve and 
sounds like seienee '.etion. Do you think we should try to develop the 
system, or not ? " 



April 1983 
% 

Should 67 
Should not 25 
No ©pinion 8 



Soureei CBS News /New York Tim es. April 1983, national, n - 1489. 



Detailaii O bs ervation 



Most Amarieans also believe that SDI could workp but that majority appears to 
be diminishing. 



TABLE #16-4 

Q: "Ronald Reagan has proposed developing a defensive nuolear system in 
spaoe that would destroy Inoomlng missiles before they reach the United 
States, a system some people call 'Star Wars.' Do you think such a 
system could work ?" 



Nov. 198S Jan. 1985 
% % 
Yes 58 62 
No 27 23 
Don't know/No answer 15 15 



Source: CBS News /New York Times . Nov. 1985, national, n i- 1659; New York 
Times/ CBS News Foreign Policy Survey » Jan. 1985 » national ^ n - 1525. 
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WWWWVv wl^lTlF AAA***** . 




FINDING #17 



HOWEVER, CONCm^S ABOUT BOTH TOE DEFICIT AND MILITARY COST -OVERRUNS LEAD MANY 
TO QUESTION TOE WISDOM OF SPETOING SO ITOCH ON SDI AT TOE PRESEqT TIWDE, WHIU: 
THE EVIDENCE IS NOT CONCLUSIVE, AT I£AST SOlffi OF THE POTLIG^S SUPPORT FOR SDI 
SEEMS TO REFUICT CONFIDMCE IN TOE PRESIDENT AOT) HIS .nTOMaS^, RATOER TMN 
ENDORSEMaTO OF SDI AS A CONCEPT, MD mE^FORE SUPPORT TOR SDI MAY BE SUBJECT 
TO CHANGE. 

AAA A A A X A-Ak"i^'A-k"A'k-k-A-J^^^ 



Nearly Wo out ©f three view the $26 billion eanoarked for the development of 
SDI as too much to spend ^ and the publle la epllt on vhether SDI 1^ worth the 
money it will cost to develop. 



Q: "Although no one has yet estimated how much it will cost to develop Star 
Wars J President Reagan has asked for a total of 26 billion dollars over 
the next five years for 'research' on the atrateglo defense Initiative, 
considering the current budget situation, would you say that's too mueh 



Detailed Qbaervatlon 



TABI£ #17-1 




% 

Too Much 59 



About the Right Amount 



27 



Not Enough 



7 



Not Sure 



7 



Source: Lps_ Angeles Times , Nov. 1985, national, n 



- 2041. 
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tabu: #17-2 

Q: " Do you think this system ("Star Wars" defenge or defensive nuclear 
system in spaee that would destroy IneQmlng missiles before they Reached 
the United States) would be worth the amount of money It would cost ? " 

Jan. 1985 
% 

Yes 40 
No 46 
Don't know/No Answer 14 

Source I CBS News /New York Times > Jan. 1985, national, n - 1525. 



Detailed ObsegvattQn 

Finally g while the evidence Is not aonelusive, key dlfferanaes in question 
wording suggest that at least some (and perhaps sueh) ©f tile piabllc's support 
for the system rejflects publlo confidenee in tie Presidant and his Jud^ent, 
rather than a ringing sndorsement ©f SDI as a concept. For example , when tiie 
public is asked about "laser-beam weapons In outerspaca* with no mention of 
either the President ©r SDIg their level of support le much lower. (Compare 
the table below to Table #16-3,) 



TABU #17-3 

" All in all, do you favor or oppose spending billions of dollars for the 
U.S. to ' develop a laser-beam and partiole-beam anti-nuclear missile 
defense system in outer space and on the ground ? " 

March 1985 April 1983 

Favor 39 36 

Oppose 56 58 

Not Sure 5 5 

Source: Harris, March 1985, national, n - 1256, April 1983, national, n - 
1250, 
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FINDING #18 

TOE PUBLIC GEN^OLY SUPPORTS CONTINUED SPACE EXPLORATION. HOWEVER, EVEN 
IMMEDIATELY AXTm THE MOON ^JDING, MOST QUESTION THE AMOUOT OF HONEY BEING 
SPENT ON THE SPACE PROGR^ AND SAID THIS WAS A PLACE TO CUT TOE BITOGET, 



Detailed ObservatiQn 
A majority of the ptAlle tawTm ^ontliiuiiig the SKplaratlon of outer spaes^ 



TABU #18-1 

Q: "There are a number of things that have changed rather drastieally over 
the past 20 years. Here is a list of same of them. Would you read down 
that liat and for eaeh one tell me whether you'd line to see continued 
advaneea and developments on it in the future, or whether you think we've 
gone as far as we should on it now, or whether we've already gone too far 
on it now . , . '* 

" - • . exploration of spaoe > " 





Aua. 1981 
a 
57 


Would like oontlnued advances 


Gone as far as should 


26 


Gone too far now 


12 


Don't know 


5 



Source: Roper Organization, Aug. 1981, nitlonal, n - 2000. (Subpopulation: 
'Y' half of sample, n - 1,000.) 
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Petailad ObservatlQn 

However g avan immediately aftei: the first moon lading In July 1968, only a 
minority wanted to inerease spending in this area, and a majority said it was 
their first ehoiee for federal budget cuts, ahead of welfare benefits, aid to 
citiea, ttilita^ defense and subsidies to farmers. 



TABI^ #18-2 

Q: "The United States is now spending many billions of dollars on space 
research. Do you think we ahould increase these funds, keep them the same 
or reduce these funds ?'' ^ ^ ^ — ~ ^ 

Jan. June 

1969 1965 

% % 

Increase 14 

Keep same 41 42 

Reduce 40 23 

No opinion 5 9 

Source: Gallup, Jan. 1969, national, n - 1503; June 1965, national, n - 3536. 



TABUi #18-3 

Q • "There has been m uch discussion about attempting; to land a man on the 
planet Mars. How would you feel about such an attempt^ -would you favor or 
oppose t he United States setting aside money for such a project ?" ~ 



July 1969 
% 

Favor 39 
Oppose 53 
No opinion g 



Source: Gallup, July 1969, national, n - 1555, 
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TABI^ #18-4 

Q: "Now hers is a list of things the Federal Government currently spends 
monsy on. If we get to the point where we have to out government 
SKpenses, in which or three of those areas do you think the most cuts 

should be made?" 





May 1978 




t 


space exploration 


51 


Welfare benefits 


38 


Aid to big cities 


35 


Mllltai^ defense 


18 


Subsidies to farners 


17 



NOTE: Adds to more than 100% due to multiple rasponses. 

Source: Roper Organization for H 6 R Block, May 1978, national, n - 2007. 
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FINDINg #19 

AN OVERWHELMING MAJORlTy OF THE PUBLIC REGANS THE SPACE SHUTTLE AS A MAJOR 
TECHNOLOGICAL ^B^^HmoUGH" Am WORTH TOE MONEY Bfmt ON ITS DEVELOPMENT. 

i^i^itit AAAAAAAAA^^A-ArA-A-A-^^^^ A A A A A A A AAA A A A A k k A AAA A A A A A-A-A A iNl A-J^^^ A AA j LJlAA AA jHfc * 



Datalled Obaervaclon 



Subsequent to Its first latmahlng, alaoet ai^t ©ut of ten individuals said 
the development ©f tiie apaee shuttle was a oajor breakth«ugh for U.S. 
teehnoloar* A clear najority felt that it was worft die •several" billion 
dollars the governnient spent ©n Its developfflent* 



TABm #19^1 

Q: " Do you feel the reeent suooega of launching the U.Sv apaoe shuttle and 
then gettinR It baek to a safe landing ©n earth was a malor breakthrough 
for U>S. technology and know-how, a minor breakthrough, or not mueh of a 
breakthrough ? " 

May 1981 
% 

A major breakthrough 76 
A minor breakthrough 13 
Not much of a breakthrough 10 
Not sure 1 

Source: Harris, May 1981, national, n * 1250, 



TABLE #19-2 

Q* " It could cost the U.S. goverimaent several billion dollars to develop the 
full potential of the space shuttle over the next ten years. All In all, 
do you feel this space program is worth spending that ainount of monay on , 
or do you think It Is not worth it ?" ~ 

May 1981 
% 

Worth it 63 
Not worth It 33 
Not sure 4 

Source: Harris, May 1981, national, n - 1250, 
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FINDINO #20 

PUBLIC SOTPORT FOR THE SPACE SffllTTUI STEMS, IN Pi^T, FROH PERCEPTIONS ABOUT 
LIKELY BENEFITS ON MRTH, INCUJDING SCIQiTIFIC im MILITARY APPLICATIONS. 

A AA A A A A At A A Aift A A A i AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA A-A-A-A-A'A-AtIA jNN^i^^^^^^ AAA A-A A A A A AAitk^ ii 



Datfliled Obffervatlan 

Joritias bsllava tiiere will ba numerous praatleal mllltaiy and saientlflc 
appllGatlons as a result ©f spaee aliuttle flights. 



#20-1 

Q* " Thara ara a number af pragtleal uges that the spaea shuctle may previda 
by taking as many as 400 fllEhts Inte space" and back ovar the next 
several years. Tall ma If, in your iudCTent. eagh use I read off ~to you 
would be very Important, only somewhat Important, or not vary important 
atall, ~ 



May 1981 

Very Somewhat Not Very Not 

Important Important Important Sure 
% % % ~%~ 

Developing a military capability 
in space beyond what the Russians 

are doing," 68 20 10 2 

Doing seientifio research on metals , 
chamicals, and living cells in space," 55 27 16 2 

Source: Harris, May 1981, national, n - 1250. 
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FINDING #21 

PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR TOE SPACE SHOTTIJE PROGRAM RMAINS SraONG, EVEN AFTm THE 
JANUiAY EttLOSION. SOLID HAJOKITIES SAY TOE ORIGINAL FLIGOT SCHEDm^ SHOULD 
BE RESUMED, Mm SUPPORT FOR PONDING HAS NOT DECLINED. 



Detailed Obaegvatlon 

Polls taken after the spaea shuttle e^loalon reveal strong support for 
continuing the prograoa. Solid majorities believe that the progrMS is worth 
its costs and risks, aid that the original flight sohedule should be resimed. 



TABU #21-1 

(Exaat question wording not available) 

Jan. 1986 
% 

Support spaoe shuttle program 79 
Oppose space shuttle program 16 
No opinion 5 

Source: ABC News, Jan. 28, 1986, national, n * 507. 



T^I£ #21-2 



Q* " Given the eosts and risks involved in spaoe exploration, do you think 
the space shuttle is worth continuing or not ? " 

Jan. 1986 
% 

Worth continuing 80 
Not worth continuing 14 
No opinion fi 

Sourca: New York Tlmeg/ CBS News, Jan. 30-31 , 1986, national, n - 1120. 
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T AB^ #21-3 

Q- '^ Assuming an Investigation oi the ghuttle eKploslon shows that a sinillar 
Incident can be avQlded, would you feel that the shuttle program should 
resume Its original schedule, should It be out back, or should It be ended 
all together ?" 

Jan. 1986 
% 

Resume 73 
Be eut back 16 
End $ 
Don't know 5 

Source: USA Today . Jan 29, 1986, national, n 808, 



Detailed Qbgsrvatlon 

The pid?lic'a view ^ouc funding for the spa^e ahuttle pfogram ramainB at about 
titim same level after the recent a^loalon as before tiie aceldant^ 



T^I^ #21-4 

Q: "I'm going to read you two statements and ask you whleh one eemes closest 
to eKprasslng your views the flrat or the second : 

!• The Challenger dlsaater leads me to believe we ahould reduce the 
amount we are spending on the space shuttle program. 

Or 

2. Despite the Challenger disaster, I think we ahould keep the level of 
spending for the space shuttle program essentially as It Ts~ " 

Jan. 1986 
% 

Keep spending as Is 69 
Reduee spending 25 
Don* t know 6 

Source: Roper Organisation for U.S, News & World Report . Jan. 29-30, 1986, 
national, n » 1003. 
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TAJB]^ #21^5 



"Are we spendlnE to o much money, too little money or just the right! 
amount of money on apace eKploratlon ?" ~^ ^ ' ^ — 



Too much 
Juat about right 
Too little 
No ©pinion 

Source: New York Times / CBS News» Jan, 

(Surveys conducted in the other years approKimate this sample size.) 



Jan. 


March 


April 


1986 


1982 


1981 


% 


" % 


% 


40 


42 


36 


37 


27 


37 


12 


18 


18 


11 


13 


10 


30-31, 


1986, national. 


n ■ : 



TABU #21-6 

"Should the amount o f money being spent on thm U.S. space program be 
inerease d, kept at current levels , decreased, or ended all together ?" 



Source : 





(After Shuttle 






Accident) 


Feb. 




Jan. 1986 


1984 


Increased 


% 


% 


26 


21 


Current levels 


50 


48 


Decreased 


14 


23 


Ended 


5 


5 


Don ' t know 


5 


3 


Gallup for Newsweek. Jan 29 


.-30, 1986, national 


., n 


sample size for the 1984 survey 


was not available.) 





TABLE #21-7 

"^ould you be villlnE to laav mora in taxBs if it was necessary In order to 
keep the apace shuttle program Eoing ?'' ~ ~ 

Jan, 1986 



% 

Willing 46 
Unwilling 42 
Depends (vol . ) 9 
No opinion 3 



^ou^QBi New York Times / CBS News, Jan 30^31, 1986, national, n - 1120, 
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Detailed Obgarvatlon 

A majority of the pi^tlic does not believe there has been too muah emphasis on 
matmad space flighta, but rather that the balance beto^een maimed and unmanned 
flights has been "about right, ^ 



TABUS #21-8 

Q: " Do you think the U.S, has been putting too roueh emphasia on the ntanned 
space fllEhts like the space shuttle program and not enough emphasis on 
unmanned spaoe flights like the Voyager probe of the other planets or do 
you think the balance Is about right ?" 

Jan. 1986 



% 

Too much emphasis on manned flights 16 
Balance Is about right 72 
No Opinion 12 



Source: New York Tlmes/ CBS Mews, Jan. 30-31, 1986, national, n * 1120, 



TABLE #21-9 

" Some people say the United States should concentrate on unmanned 
missions like the Voyager probe. Others say it Is Important to malntal.n 
a manned space program as well. Which comes closer to your view ?" 

Jan. 1986 



% 

Manned 67 
Unmanned 21 
Don* t know 12 



Source: Gallup for Newsweek , Jan. 29-30, 1986, national, n 533. 
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^^it'HHrHHr A A AA A A A-A-A-A-A ^ A A A A A A A A k^JH^i^ iHHH^ 

FINDING #22 

mim MOST PEOPLE raiNK A TECraOLOGICAL OR MGINEIRING Bl^W CAUSED TOE SHUTTLE 
ACCIDENT, CONFIDENCE IN SCIENCE AND TEOT^OLOGY WAS NOT SHAKEN BY THE ACCIDENT. 

movm SAY imT toe shutt^ AcciDm^ is fart of toe price m must pay to 

EXPLORE outer SPACE, 

^-#»A*^*nfe*A"*A^'*A A A A A* AA A AAAAAA A'A"A-^ArA"ArA-A A-AA A A A A A A A A A Jk^M tkici^i^'k'k 



Detailed Obgervatlon 

Almost half of the piAlle thltAs the cause of the apace shuttle accidant was 
related to technolo^ ©r engltieerlng constmGtion/Ealntenanee ow Gomputer 

failure . 



TA%m #22-1 

Q* " What is your best gueaa about what caused (the apace shuttle) explosion? 
Waa It poor deeisions by NASA leaders, or a mistake in construction" and 
maintenance, or sabotage, or computer failure or was it something else ?" 

Jan. 1986 



% 

Construction and maintenance 38 

Computer falluro 10 

Sabotage 6 

Poor deeision by NASA leaders 3 

Something elsQ 28 

No opinion/Don't know 17 



Source: New York Times /CBS News, Jan. 30-31, 1986, national, n - 1120. 
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Detatlgd_ Observation 



More than half the publie say their oonfldenee in sGienea and technology was 
high before the aeeident, and only about elx percent amid It was "low." Eight 
in ten aay their falA in SGlenoe and te^nolo^ is Ae s^e aa it was before 
the tragedy, and only a small alnori^ aay their fa£th haa been "ahaken," 



T l^m #22-2 

" Before the aaeident, was your confidence In ance and 

technological ability quite high, or rather low," \ . s omewhere in 
between ? " 

Jan. 1936 
% 

Confidence was high 54 

Confidence was somewhere 

in between 40 

Rather low/don't know 6 

Source: Roper Organization for U.S. News & World Report , Jan. 29-30, 1986, 
national, n ^ 1003, 



T^3^ #22-3 

Q* "Does this wee k's space shuttle accident shake your faith in sclftn ^e and 
technQlogy or is your degree of confidence in science and technology the 
same now as it was before the accident?" 



Jan, 1986 
% 

"My faith in science and 
technology is the same as 
it was before" 80 

"My faith in science and 
technology has been shaken" 16 

Don' t know 4 

Source: Roper Organisation for U.S. News & World Report . Jan. 29-30, 1986. 
national, n - 1003, 
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Detailed Obgervation 



Whila most people say sn accident like tiie shuttle exploglon was eventually 
•bound to happeHp' a solid najorl^ feels that these deaths are part of "the 
price we must pay for ttie exploratloTi and mastery of space. 



TABI^ #22-4 

(EKact question wording not available) 

Jan. 1986 
% 

Expectad such a calamity to happen 46 

Repeated U.S, successes In space meant that 

a tragedy like this probably wouldn't happen 45 

Don't know 9 

Source: Roper Organization for U.S. News & World Report . Jan. 29-30, 1986, 
national, n^ 1003. ~ 



TABLE #22-5 

"Regardless of what you think about what happened on the space shuttle on 

Tuesday, do you think some thing like this was bound to happen "to the 

space shuttle sooner ©r later ?" ~ 

Jan, 1986 
% 

Bound to happen 68 
Not bound to happen 22 
No opinion 10 



Source: New York Times /CBS News, Jan. 30-31, 1986, national, n - 1120. 
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TABLE #22-6 



^HM going to read vou two statements and ask you whiGh one cQmaa Gloaes t 

to eKpreislng your views the first or the second: ' ' 



l.Tha shu ttle deaths Crasultlng from the Challenger accident) wera r 
regrattabl e disaster but nevarthelass a price we must be willing t o 
pay for the eKploration and mastery of space . " ^ ^ — — 

Or 

2- The shutt le deaths (resulting from the Challenger accident) were 
an unacceptable p rice to pay for the "eKploration" and m astery of 



Jan. 1986 
% 

A price we must pay 73 
An unacceptable price 22 
Don't know 5 



ccb: Roper Organization for U.S. News & World Report , Jan, 29-30 1986 
national, n - 1003* ' * 



85 



81 

FINDING #23 

THE PUBLIC'S CTORENT VIEWS MOOT THE SPACE mOGRAM MAY BE DEEPLY COLORED BY 
INTENSE PATRIOTIC AND EMOTIONAL REACTIONS. 



Detailed Observation 

Almost a tiilrd of the puljlie said the space shuttle crash upset them more than 
two other recent tragedies the December millta^ crash in Newfoundland and 
the 1983 terrorist bombing of the Marine barracks in Lebanon, 



TMU #23-1 

Q I " Which of these three recant events upset you the most: 

1^ The October 1983 terrorist bembing of the Marine barracks in Lebanon , 

Or 

2^ The January 1986 apace shuttle crash killing all aboard . 

Or 

3^ The Daeember 1985 plane crash killing 248 military personnel in 
N ewfound 1 and . " 

Jan, 1986 
% 

The Marine barracks bombing 34 
The space shuttle crash 32 
The military crash in Newfoundland 24 



Source: Roper Organisation for U.S. News & World Report . Jan, 29-30, 

1986, national, n - 1003, 
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SECTION 8 1 VIEWS OF TECmOLOGY 



Fart 1^ TechnQloCT's General Inipact 

Amerieanj have great faith that technology can solve pressing 
national problems i.nd they balieve that technology has generally ifflproved the 
quality of life* At the same time, people are aware of at least some of the 
riaka of technology ^ and their positive view of technology is hot based on 
what might be called "blind optimism." 

Part 2: Technolom^'g Impact on Jobs 

In the workplace, people say technology has made many jobs safer and 
increased productivity; but Americans are uncertain whether technology creates 
more joba than it takes away. In spite of their unease, however, people oppose 
laws that would limit the ability of business to make technological changes in 
the workplace* 

Part 3: Social Control of TechnoloCT^ 

About the deairability of controls over technology, public opinion is 
distinctly mixed . People oppose controls that would restrict the development 
of useful new technology, yet they are concerned about new threats to public 
safety* 

Part 4: Public Awareness and Potential for Involvement 

The public is moderately interested in soiantifie and technological matters ^ 
and feels that their basic understanding of these issues is "adequate*" 
Further, people say that scientific and technological development is an area 
where they do not have enough information to make informed judgments or 
decisions . 
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Fart li TechnoloCT's Canaral Impact 
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FINPINQ #24 

TOE PUBLIC GmmMix imimm toat scimcE and teghnoijdct do more good nu^ 

HARM AND HAVE C^GEO LIFE FOR TOE BETIEEl, HOWEyER, IS EVIDENCE 

SUGGESTING TmT SLIGHn^Y RM ATJ.TO mffiERS OF AfflERIGiU^S HOI^ THIS Vim TODAY 
mm A F^ YEARS AGO, 

A A ^^ -A A - A A A- A A"A A-A-A A-A A A A A A A-ArA ArA-A-A-A A A A A A^^^^ A A A ArktrA^ArA-A A A A A A A A- A -A-A A A A AAA A-A"A-iJ l A-jH N^^ 



Datalled Qbgervation 

A large aajDrlty Genalstently mays aclenoe md taahnolo^ do mare good than 
ham; however p piA»lic aentlinantp whleh had bean Inoreaaltig from 1972 to 1983, 
has declined rattier sharply in the past two years. Slnee thm puhlle Is most 
aware of teohnologloal advanees In the field of medlaine, one explanation for 
this fluctuation is that ttie first sueeessful artlflaial heart transplant 
occurred In December 1982* Vbllm tiie public's initial reaction was 
enthusiastic, more raeent concams about cost md effectiveness may have have 
affected their view. 



TABLE #24-1 

" Overall, would you say that science and technology do more good than 
harmt more harm than good, or about the same amount of each?" 





Jan/ 


Jan/ 


Jan/ 


Jan/ 










Pebl 


Feb! 


Feb! 


Feb! 


Sept2 


July2 


May2 




1985 


1984 


1983 


1982 


1976 


1974 


1972 




% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


More good 


58 


63 


73 


62 


52 


57 


54 


About the same of each 


32 


27 


21 


26 


37 


31 


31 


More harm 


5 


5 


3 


6 


4 


2 


4 


Don't know 


5 


5 


3 


7 


7 


10 


11 



^ Sburce: Cambridga Reports, Inc. Jan, /Feb, 1985, national, n - 1430, The 
Jan* /Feb, 1984 through 1982 surveys also were national and 
approximated the 1985 sMple slEe* 

* Source: Opinion Reiearch Corporation for the National Science Foundation, 
national, (Sept. 1976: n- 2108); (July/Aug. 1974: n - 2074); 
(May 1972: n - 2209). 
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TABLE #24-2 

Q- "All in all, if you had to say, In the past, do you think sclenee and 
teehnolo gy did mora good than harro for the hunian race, or more har m than 
good? ~^ ~^ — ■ 

Sept. 1983 
% 

More good than harm 83 
More harm than good 14 
Neither (vol) 1 
Not aure 2 

Souree: Harris for Southern New England Telephone, Sept. 1983 national n - 
1256. . ' 



Da tailsd Qbaervation 



In general, a large majority of ^erleana bellaves tiiat sclanoe and technology 
have ehangad life for the bettar. However, there la some avidenea suggesting a 
decline In the nimber of people holding ttila view (froia about 70 pireent in 
the 1970a to about 55 pereant In the mld-1980a). It ie unclear whether this 
trend indicates a real shift In piAllc opinion or If It is merely ttie result 
of different question wording. 



TAB^ #24-3 

Q* "Advancing technology has resulted In a number of changea in our way of 
life- -soma good, some not so good. On the one hand we have such things as 
color television, pocket calculators, micro-wave ovens and whole new 
industries. On the other hand we have such thinga as people thrown out of 
work as machines take over their Jobs, electronic eavesdropping devices, 
atomic bombs, and more pollution in the air. All things considered, do 
you think lif e la better today than 50 years ago beeause of advanced 
tachnoloE V, or worae today, or lust different no better or no worse ? 

Dec, 1983 Dec, 1978 
" % %" 

Life la better today 55 59 

Life is worse today 15 19 

Juat different- -no better, no worae 27 22 

Source: Roper, national, (Dec. 1983: n - 2000) ; (Dec, 1978: n - 1997) , 
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Q * "Have selsnce and teehnology ehanged life for the better or for the worse? " 





Sept. 


July 


May 




1976 


1974 


1972 




% 


% 


% 


Better 


71 


75 


70 


Worse 


7 


5 


8 


Both 


12 


11 


11 


Neither/No Effect/No opinion 


10 


9 


11 



Sourea: Opinion Research Corporation for the National Science Foundation, 
national, (Sept, 1976: n - 2108); (July 1974: n - 2074)* (Hay 
1972: n * 2209). 



Datalled Obsarvatlon 

Whatever ttia trend, however, the piillo's "faith" In technolo^ is 
considerable. As recently as 1982, about ^ree Americans In four said that 
technological •breakthrou^a*' will solve many (or all) of tiie coiintry*s 
problema , 



tabu: #24-5 



Q' "Most probleros can be solved by applying more and batter technology." 



1982 



% 

Agree 77 
Disagrea 21 
Don * t know 2 



Source: Research and Forecasts, Inc. for the Continental Group, 1982, 
national, n *■ 1310. (Publlahed in Science Indicators 1982 , The 
National Science Board, Washington, DC). 
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^ ^A-A-k^k-A-A-A^ kAA A-A A^^ A I AAA kAkk JL AiLkAl llkk AAA A jL- AA ^U A A A A A AA AA AAl A JlAAJlAA A AAA k*ie 

FIiroiNQ #25 

BOTH LEXERS AND THE PUBLIC HAVE LONG FILT TOAT TECTWOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENT 
INVOLVES RISKS, BUT TRM HAVE DIFFmHIT VIEWS ABOUT mEIR NATimE AND EXTENT 
WITH THE FUBl^C SAYING TEOTIOLOCY'S RISI^ ARE HEATER, i\m BUSINESS UIADERS IN 
PMTIOTLAR SAYING THAT RISKS HAVE BEEN EXAGGE^TED BY E^^TS. 

i tk kkk k kkkkkirk i ^^k^k-k-A-A-^^ A A AA AiAA A A A A A A A A-A-A-A-A-A a AA A A AA A A A A A A k i^ititititkk* 



petalled Observatlen 

Evan In the 1970s, frtien their feellngg about tealmol©^ may have bean more 
posltiva than they are today ^ most Afflerloans said tiiat solenoe and technolo^ 
eaiised a substantial aaoimt (but not most) of our problems. In faet, most 
people felt that "we've only seen the tip of flia loeberg with regard to the 
risks associated with modern teehnolo^," but leaders tended to disagree with 
tbi^ view. Many sore bi^iness leaders Aan titim ptdslia felt events such as the 
Three Mile Island and Xiove Canal episodes eauae teehnologlQal risk to be 
exagge rated « 



TABI^ #25-1 

Q* " Do you feel that selence and technology have oauged most of our problems 
soma of our problems, few of our probleins, or none of our problems ? *^ 

Sept. 1976 July/Aug. 1974 May 1972 





% 


% 


% 


Moit of Qvx problems 


6 


6 


7 


Some of our problems 


45 


50 


48 


Few of our problems 


28 


29 


27 


None of our problems 


14 


9 


9 



Sourea: Opinion Researeh Corporation for the National Seienee Foundation, 
national, (Sept, 1976^ n-2108)' (July/Aug. 1974: n - 2074) ; (May 
1972: n - 2209). 




91 



87 



TABIJ #25-2 



Q: " As a Eeneral lncy.catlon of your views on risk, technology, and che 
futUEe, tell TUB whether you tend to ajgrea or disagree with Che fol lowing 



statements . 



Dec. 1979 



(Number of respondents) 



Corporate Investors/ Fsderal 

Public Executives lenders Congress Regulators 
mux (402) (104) (47) (47) 
% % % % * 



.Society has only perceived 
the tip of the Iceberg 
with regard to the risks 
associated with modern 
technology . " 



Agree 
Disagree 



62 
28 



19 
78 



20 
71 



47 
51 



38 
60 



.The risks associated with 
advanced technology have 
been exaggerated by events 
such as Three Mile Island 
and Love Canal . " 



Agree 
Disagree 



53 
40 



88 
11 



84 
14 



55 

38 



47 
^9 



Source: Harris for March and McLennon, Dec. 1979/March 1980, national, 
the number in parantheses for the sample size of each group,) 



(See 
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FINDING #26 

THE PUBLIC'S SUPPORT FOR DEVELOPING NEW TECmOLOGY RESTS. IN LARGE PMT ON 
THE PERCEPTION TOAT SCIENCE TE(3HN0L0GY, AND TECTOOLDGICAL lOJOW-HOW 'aRE 

L^GELY MSPONSIBl^ FOR TOE HIGH STANDAIU) OF UWING W THE U.S. 

■A A- A A-A-^A-A- A AA A-A A-A A A "^ ^ ^^^ A A A A A A A itMeiHrk^Ak-A k A A A A A A"A-ArJHl-A-A"A- AA A-A A A A A A A A A A A A A A AA AA^* *»»» 



Detailed Obgarvatton 

Solid majorities agree that selence and teehnolo^ are responsible for both 
our high standard of living and Him key to raising It still fiirther. 



TABLE #26-1 

Q: " Technological know-how is largely reaponalble for our standard of llvlnE 
in the United States J' 

Oet. 1979 



Strongly Strongly No 

AErea Agree Dlaagree Disagree Opinion 

% % % % % 

24 63 8 11 4 



Source: Institute for Surrey Research for the National Selenca Foundation, 
Oct. 1979, national, n - 1635. 



T^LE #26-2 

Q* " Through science and technology we ean continue to raise our standard of 
living ." " 

1982 
% 

Agree 80 
Disagree 18 
Don't know 3 



Source: Research and Forecasts, Inc. for the Continental Group, 1982, 
national, n - 131C. (Published in Science Indicators 1982 , The 
National Science Board, Washington, DC). 
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FimiNG #27 



BUT T^aiMLim TOEIR FEELING THAT TEGHNOI/)OY IS NOT RISK-FREE IS THE PUBLIC'S 
SENSE TMT THE DEVELOKffiNT OF NEW TECmOLOQY HAS BOTH POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE 
EFFECTS ON mEIR LIVES. 

* ^^^*-A--A"A"d l fA"A-^^ A A A-A-*-A"jirAA-A A A A I A A A AA A A ArA A-JHl-A A A-A-A- A A A A A A A A A A A Ak-k iHrkit 



Detailed Observation 

A clear najorll^ of the p\£blio pareelves sdientifle and technologleal 
davelopments as having both poaitlve and negative Is^aets. Sel^nee and 
technology havSp in people's view, helped m#V^ the U.S. proaperoua, productive 
and militarily Strang, and also had a positive effeet on efficiency, leisure 
time and personal growth. On tiie ottier hwd, a oajorl^ feels they have 
oontrlbuted to isaterlallam, waste and an Impersonal society. 



TABI^ #27-1 

B Q * " Now I'd like you to think back over the changes from selentlfle and 
■ tachnQloglcal developments we've lust been talking about. In generalV as 

far as you personally are coneerned, do you think these changes will have 
a positive effects a negative effect^ or not much effect either way oxT . . . ** 

Oct. 1979 



Positive Negative Not Much Not 
Effect Effect Effect Sure 

% % % % 



.Your ability to do things 

better and h:ore efficiently." 65 23 10 



.Providing you with more 

leisure time," 58 29 11 



",..YQur personal growth 

and development." 51 34 14 1 

Source: Harris for Southern New England Telephone, Sept, 1983, national, r 
1256. 



EKLC 
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TABLE #27-2 



Q- "Do you agree that gelentifie research and technological devalopment " 



Nov, 1977 



.Are tiecaasary to keep the country 
prosparous , " 

.Are the only way t*^ olean up air 
and water pallut? 

*Are the main factors in increasing 
productivity 

.Make people want to acquire more 
poaaesslons rather than enjoying 
nonmaterial experiences , 

.Are the real basis of our military 
strength," 

.Will eventually mean a four -day 
workweek, " 

.Make everything bigger and more 
impersonal. " 

»Tend to overproduoe produeta, and 
this is waateful." 



Agree Disagree Not Sure 
% % " % 



92 



69 20 



69 16 



65 22 



64 



62 



56 



52 



21 



21 



20 



36 



11 



15 



13 



15 



17 



14 



12 



Sourae: Harris, Nov. 1977, national, n - 1520. 
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P art 2* Teqhn Qlogy'a Imp aot en tha Workplace 

i-^^i^iHrk-kMrklkkkl k X kklLAAAlkA ^A A AA A-AAA 

wrmim #28 

IN GENIAL, PEOPl^ PEEL THAT NEW TECmOLDGY IN TOE WORKPIAGE HAS IMPROVED JOB 
SAFETO, INCREASED PRODUCTIVIW, COATED MORE JOB OPPORTONITIES , 

fc A-A--A-A-A A-AAiA*** A AAA iA AAAA ^A"A-A-A-A A ^*^it^»^HN^ 



Detailed Observation 

Majorities faal that new taehnology has reduoed health hazards on the job and 
Increased both produotivlty and job opportunities. 



T^LE #28-1 



"Now, here are some ohan ^ that axe taking plaoe or are likely to take 
place In plants and manufae turfing. For each, tell me If you think that it 
will make thi ngs a lot batter, somewhat batter, somewhat worse, or a lot 
worse.--" ^ ^ 



.Install ation of high technology ulll enable workers to increase their 
productivity , " ^ 



Sept. 1983 
% 

A lot better 51 
Somewhat better 40 
Somewhat worse 4 
A lot worse 2 
Not sure . 3 



Source: Harris for Southern New England Talaphone, Sept, 1983. national, n 
1256. 
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TABI^ #28-2 



Q; " Nay I'd like you to think baek over the, ehangas froro seientlflc and 
technolo^leal developmsnts we've jugt baen talking about. In genarai, as 
far as you pergonally ara eoneernad. do you think thasa ehangai will have 
a posit ive effect, a negative ef feet, or not much effeet either way on . . " ~ 



Sept. 1983 



Poaltlve Negative Not Muoh Not 
Effect Effeet Effect Sure 



% 



.Reducing the risks of health 

hazards on the job," 60 28 



.Opening up more job 

opportunities." 52 20 25 



Source: Harris for Southern New England Telephona, Sept. 1983, national n * 
1256. 
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FIKDINQ #29 

HOWEV^, THE PUBLIC IS OF TWO MINDS ABOUT raiTHER THE NET En^GT OF TECimOlJOGY 
mu. INO^SE OR DECREASE THE OTMBm OF JOBS* AMONG TOION T.FAnm^ a MAJORITO 
BELIEVES TEOmOLOGY CREATES MORE JOBS TOm IT T^S AWAY. 



Detailed Qbaervatlen 

While tha piAlie im imesrtaln about the Impact of teetaolo^ on number of 
job J In taiB economy, evidanae suggests ttat union leaders see teehnolo^»s net 
liDpaDt as positive^ 



TABIJ #29-1 

" Some people say that salentifla and technbloElgal changes pause 
unamploTOent because people's jobi are raplaeed by machines/ Others 
argue tha t vhlle soma lobs may be lost In spaelfle ar^as . scietitlfle and 
teohnologleal ohanges Inarease the total number of lobs over the long 
run, ffliieh view Is closer to the truth? '- 

Jan-Z^'eb, Jan, /Feb, Jan, /Feb, Jan, /Feb 

1985 1984 198S 1982 

% % % % " 

Ineraases Number of Jobs 35 45 42 39 

Deoreases Number of Jobs 45 35 40 39 

Don't know 20 20 19 22 

Sourca: Cambridge Raports, Inc., Jan, /Feb, 1985, national, n - 1430, The 
Jan, /Feb, 1984 through 1982 surveys also were national and 
approximated the 1985 smple size. 

TABLE #29-2 

" Do advances In tgehnoloRV and autofflation in the U,S, cause a loss of 
jobs, an increase in lobs or hava very little effect ?" 

Sept, 1983 
% 

A loss of jobs 44 
An increase of Jobs 17 
Very little effect 30 
No opinion 9 

Source: Audits and Surveys for the Merit Report, Sept. 1983, national, n • 
1205. 
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Q* " iTi the future « automation will foree many paople to change jobs if thm 



want to keep worklnE " 



Agree * 

No strong opinion 
Disagree 



May/June 
1978 
% 
56 
26 
16 



Source: Yankelovleh, Skelly & White, Iwc., for the American Council of Life 
Insurance, May/June 1978, national, n - 1508, 
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FIHDING #30 

HowEvai, IN SPITE ov mEm mnLim mAT mcmowo^ mY mmmsE mE mmm 07 

JOBS, THE PUBLIC OPPOSES Lkm TO UMIT TECIMOIjOOICM. CHANGE IN THE WORKPLACE. 

*-XXAXk A X A kXXkXAAAXAlX XX kllX X XXlAililXlXAXXAAiAXXXX 



Detailed ObservatlQn 



Alnost two out of three oppose laws tfiat veuld limit tiie ability of business 
and Indus tty to make teclmologlcal changes In Oie worl^lace. 



TABU #30-1 

YOU favor or op pose laws that would limit the ability of business an d 
Industry to make teehnologleai changes In the workplace ? " 



Favor 
Oppose 
Don't know 

Source: Cambridge Reports. Inc. , Jan. /Feb . 1985, national, n - 1430. The 
Jan. /Feb, 1983 survey also was national and approximated the 1985 
sample stme.. 



Jan. /Feb. 
1985 
% 

26 

56 

18 



Jan. /Feb, 
1983 
% 

21 

60 

19 
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Sj— .-^ ^Si*3- CoTitrol of Technology 
FINDIMG #31 

SINCE TOE PCT; Tn HAS Ki ^kr f,iM -TOO MaCH TECHNOLOCT- AS A MAJOR CAUSE OF 
TODAY'S PRCSmr PEOPLE ^SLCOHE GREATS HIEHASIS ON TECiraOUOGl^^ELOPHEIIT. 

***********4 Jr^k-t-Mr^r-i, . ^ A A A A A ^ A A A X X a A J t A A AtH A A J. Jl J L A A A A i , A i , A Jt I k J L XXXXlXX kU Hir* *ik^ 



pecatled Obsegvfltlon 

In a ten year upaxi, "too much tecbnolo^" consistently was rated low on tlie 
list of major eauiisss of current problems. 

TA BU #31-1 

Q: "Now here Is a list of possible causes of some of our problems In this 
country. (Card shown respondent) Would you call off the ones you thin^ 
are the malor causes of our problems today?" 





Oct. 


Feb. 


Feb. 


Oct. 


Oct. 


Oet. 




1983 


1979 


1977 


1975 


1974 


Wl 


A letdown in moral values 


rank 


rank 


rank 


rank 


rank 


rank 


1 


1 


1 


3 


4 


3* 


Permissiveness in the courts 


2 


4* 


3 


5 


5* 


8 


Too much commitoient to other nations li 














the world 


3 


6 


7 


4 


3 


5 


Wrongdoing in government 


4 


4* 


4* 


1 


1 


1* 


Selfishness, people not thinking 














of others 


5 


2* 


2 


6 


5* 


1* 


Permissiveness of parents 


6 


7 


4* 


1 


7* 


7 


Too much emphasis on Boney/materlallsm 


7 


8 


6 


S 


7* 


6 


Lack of good leadership 


8 


2* 


8 


2 


2 


4 


Radical attempts to force change 


9 


9 


9 


9 


9 


9 


Too much teclmolo^ 


10 


10 


10 


10 


10 


10* 


Growing conservatism 


11* 


11* 


12 


12 


11 


10* 


Too little interest In other nations 














in the world 


11* 


11* 


11 


11 


12 


10* 



* Indicates tie In rank 



Source: Roper Organisation, national, ('Oct. 1983: n- 2004); CFeb, 1979' n 

2004); (Feb. 1977i n- 2004) • (Oct. 1975: n - 2007) • (Oct 1974' n 

1998); (Oct. 1973: n - 1263) . i. \ 
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A solid majoritjr ©£ toe pubUe welcomes mo^m emphasis on tachnologieal 
development. This view ia hfild even mora st^rongly by thoaa who are better 
educated. 



TABLE #31-2 

Q: "Hera im a Hat of varloui din|ei In our way of life that ffiight take 
place in the near fututi. Please tell me for each one, if it wara ta 
happan whether ym think i t mdd be a good ttming. a bad thing o r don^ t 
you inind ?" ^ - 



" * * . Mora emphasis on the dfe^^ilopment of techn^^logv . " 

J^an. 1981 
% 

Good 57 
Bad 10 
Don't mind • 21 

Don't know 2 

Source: Gallup for Applied Rgsiarch in the Apoi^tolate (CARA) Jan, /Dec 1981 
national, n « 1729. ' 



TABI^ #31-^3 

Q* "Hare are some social change s Meh mlEht ocgmjir in coming years. Would 
you welcome these or not? 

".,, MQre emphas is on tec hnole^loal improvements ," 

Note Don't 
Welcome We lj= ome Know 





% 




% 


Total Sample: 


75 


IS 


13 


Educational Level: 








Grade School 


59 


1^ 


28 


High School 


78 


11_ 


11 


College 


78 


15- 


7 



Source: Gallup, April 1977, natloiiil, n - 1523. 
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^t. AlAlAA lkAXAK-* ^ 4rhmMA**^ m^AAlAi l l l ... ............ , 1 , , Aiunix XXX XXHAX 

FINDING #32 

LEADERS OPPOSB SOCIETAl, C^HmOL OF TECimOLOdlCAL DEVELaPl^IT BUT THE PUBLIC 
HAS MIXED raELlNGS . IMIU SAAYING raE DEVELOPMENT OP NiW TECHNOLTCY SHOUU) BE 
UNI^GOTATED WMaWVl pOSSjteM. MAJORITIES ALSO SAY THAT UNLESS DEVELDP^NT IS 
RESTOAINED. H^LlC WlUli BE JEOPAEDIZED. TOE PUBLIC'S AimiVM^CE ABOUT 

THIS ISSUE IHDICaTK THAT PuiSLlC OPINIOII IS NOT -WORKED nffilOUffll.- 

*AAXXXkKAk&XAk*1^i^smH*** %X Xi.kXX XXl XXll k XX 



Datalled Observation 

A majorlQr ot thi p,^lic slmultaneoualy says that whenever possible, th- 
development o£ s~^m»i teelin»Aology should be mm «iregulated md that unleai 
teehnologlcal de^eltpBeot im.m restrained, die future safe^ of our soalety will 
be Jeopardized, Aaoiii lemdslers, large najorltles of corporate executives 
Investors/lendfefg and lovemaMent officials say th&t tectoologlcal development 
should be imlrihl'bltiil In all » respects , 



TABU #32-1 



" As a gene 



future . 



statements?" 



of your views ^on risk, teehnology. and the 
ther you a gree or disagree with the following 



■ Developnient^ljj moftl c^ehnology should continue In as uninhibited a 
reRulatory . epyj.pin\^^g _ reasonably possible . " 



D^c. 1979/Harch 1980 



of reipendimts) 




Corporate 
EKeeutlves 
(402) 


Investors/ 
Leiiders 
(104) 


Congress 
(47) 


Federal 
Regulatari 
(47) 




% 


% 


t 


% 


% 


Agra a 


^8 


91 


90 


77 


66 




2 S4 


6 


9 


23 


30 


Not sut-ft 


^ 8 


1 


1 




4 



Source- Harris f ot Hirch fliiiid McLennon, Dec. 1979/March 1980, national. See 
nurnbet ixi pamtheses s for the SMple size for «aeh sub-group. 
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TABIE #32-2 

"As a general Indieatlon of yo ur views on risk. teehnoloeY, the 
future, please tell me whethe r you agree or dlsaef with the fo TwT^ 
statements . „ . " — — — ^ 'ab 



.Unless teehnologieal development is restrained, the overall safet- v of 
our society will be le o pardlzed slgnlfleantly In the next 20 velrs :'^ 



Public 

(Nuniber of respondents) (1,488) 



% 



Agree 55 
Disagree 39 
Not sure 6 



D«c. 1979/^arch 1980 



Corporate 
Exsautives 
(402) 


Investori/ 
I-anders 
(104) 


Congress 
(47) 


Federal 
Regulator; 
_ (47) 


% 


% 


% 


% 


5 


6 


23 


21 


94 


93 


74 


77 


1 


1 


2 


2 



Source: Harris for March and McLennon, Dec. 1979^areh 1S80. national S 
number In parentheses for the sample sizm for each sub-group. 
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Part 4 1 Pufcllo Awareness and Potential for Involvement 



A A A A A A X irk-A-M,-irM^A-A-X-X-l-XA^^ A A A A A A A A irX-MrA A A A A J. A A A A A A A A A A jfc A A Xlkl-kk-Aki^lllAl A A Jrk XXX X XX Xk JtJt 

FINPING #33 

THE FUBLIG IS HODmATEI,Y INTERESTS IN NIW DEVELOPlCmTS IN SCIMCE AND 
TECHNOLOGY; raOSE WHO ARE BS5ST mUGATm KPHESS TOE OTEATEST lOTBMST, 

'AA A-A A A A-AiHrAA"A-A"A-A A A A A A A X^irX J^A AAA A A A A A A A A A-A A'A^ A A A A I A A A A"AU"A A-A A A-A A A A A A A XrXrMrX-X X A A A A A A ^ 



Detailed Observation 

A majority of ^e publlo Is Interested in selentlflQ and teehnologleal 
matters, and Aose vl^ more eduaation are even more Interested. 



TABUE #33-1 



Q* " Hov much Interest do yeu actually have in selentlfie and technological 
matters are you very Interested, somewhat interested, rather 

uninterested^ or not interested at all ?" 

Sapt. 1983 
% 

Very int«ested 30 
Somewhat interested 57 
Rather uninterested 7 
Not interested at all 5 



Source: Harris for Southern New England Telephone, Sept. 1983, national, n 
1256. 
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#33-2 



"Are you very Intg regted. mederatelv Interegted. er net at all i 

in: — ' 



nterasted 



Oct. 1979 



.New scientific discoveries." 

.The use of neTii Inventions 
and technologies . " 



Very 
% 

36 



33 



% 
49 



51 



Hoderately Not At All 



% 
15 



15 



New scientific dtsegyerles 
Less than high seheol 
High school graduate 
Some college/college graduate 



28 
36 
48 



48 
55 
48 



33 
12 

4 



New Inventiong/technologies 
Less than high school 
High school graduate 
Some college/college graduate 



22 
33 
44 



47 

55 
50 



33 
12 
7 



Source: Institute for Survey Research Tenple University for the National 
Science Foundation, Oct. 1979, national, n - 1635. 
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FItroiNS #34 

ARE TOO POORLY INFORMS TO BW, GO^T^"^^^^^^' ^« ^^ERAL 



SSSlUldObsei^atlon 



Most people believe ttat tiielr basic imderstandln 
Is adequate;" only one Is four 
tliese areas. 



I of science and teehnolo^ 
says he has a -very good" understanding of 



TABLE #34-1 



and 



Ve^ good 

Adequate 

Poor 

Not sure 



Sept. 1983 
% 
24 

59 

16 

1 



Source: Harris for Southern New England Tel 
1256. 



ephone, Sept. 1983, national, n - 
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Detailed Observation 

While about half the pi&lic believe ttiey are "moderatelv- l«f«««.^ », . 

ms?iirj J^S^r?; 

d:ieloped teehnolcglea shoull b^ 



TABIJB #34-2 

"yould you eonaider yourself very will Informed. mod>^. 



telv InforTBBd , 



poorly infonned about this area ?" 

■ Issues about the use of r^m^ I nventlong and teehiioloeles . »■ 

Oec. 1979 



or 



Total Sainple : 
Edueation Level : 

Less than high school 

High sohool graduate 

Soiae college/college graduate 

" • • .Issues about new seientifle diseovrfAg . « 



Poorly Moderately Very 
Informed Informed Informe d 
• % 
50 



39 

52 
42 
25 



% 

10 



34 
50 
€0 



6 
8 
14 



Oct. 1979 



Total Sample .' 
Edueation Level ; 

Less than hi^ school 

High school graduate 

Some college/college graduate 



Poorly Moderately Very 
Informed Informed Informed 
» % 
52 



37 

56 
37 
23 



37 
54 
61 



% 

10 



5 
9 
15 



Source: Institute for Survey Research Temple University for the National 
Science Foundation. Oct. 1979, national, n-1635. cne wationai 
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TABLE #34-3 



^'Ganeral ly apeaking, would you say that most citizens are well enough 
inforiTied or not wall eiiough infornied . . . ?" 



",.,To help set goals for loiantifie research," 



Oct, 1979 



Yes No Don' t Know 
% % " % 

XI 86 3 



",*,To dsaide which new teehnolofies should 
be developed, " 



12 85 



Source: Institute for Survey Research, Temple University for the National 
Science Foundation, Oct. 1979, national, n - 1635, 
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FItroiNG #35 

raOSE mo ARE MOM lOTmiSTED IN AND MIOWL^^U ^OUT SCIENCE AND 
TECHNOtOCY ARE HOm LIKELY TO BECOME INVOLVED IN SGIENTIPIG OR TECimoLOGIGAL 
CONTROVERSIES. MOST FEQWIM'S MLUCTANCE TO GET lOTOLVED DOES NOT STEM IROM 
FEELINGS OF FOWmLESSNESS; RAmm. MOST SAY THEY WOULD NOT GET INVOLVED 
BECAUSE THEY DO NOT KNOW mOUCT ABOOT TOE ISSUE. 

Ak k Akkikkrk^ A rk^ k-kk- kk Ak A A-A-A-A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A k A k^ k frAk k-k-k-k-k k-k k^^ ^^ A A A A A A A AA^^^ NN^** 



Detailed Obaervatien 

Comparad to the ptd^llc as a vhols, almost ^Ica as many among those with 
greater Intaieest in and Imowledge of selenos and technology would beeome 
involved In a controversy about nualear power plants and spaes exploration. 
However, botii groups would be nore likely to beeome Involved In a nuclear 
power plant controversy (that Is, a controversy that was more familiar) . 



TAB^ #35-1 



"I would dafinitely taken an active part in controversies about. 



Oct. 1979 



Attentlves"^ Non-At^entives^ Total 

% ^1 % 

Nuclear power plants," 39 21 24 

" , . .Space exploration. "12 6 7 

Note: Individuals were elasslfied as attentive to science and 
technology If they scored high on measures of interest in 
science and knowledge and awareness of technology. 



Source: National Opinion Research Center/Institute for Survey Research, 
Temple University for the National Science Foundation, Oct, 1979, 
national, (Attentives: n • 301); (Non-Attentlves i n - 1334); (Total: 
n - 1635). 
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Detailed Obgervation 

In eontroversias surrounding space exploration ^nd nuelear power plants, 
majorities say their main reason for not getting Involved Is the feeling that 
they do not laiow enough about the isgue. Feelings of powerless which often 
keep people from becottlng Involved in other issues are not the primary 

reason for their reluotanee to get involved in controversies about sGience and 
technolo^. 



TABLE #35-2 

Reasons for not WantinE to Take an Active Part in Specific Issue CQntroversias . 

(Exaot queation wording is not available.) 



(n - 1068) (n - 627) 

Space Nuclear 

EKploration Plant 

Controversy Controversy 

%* " %* 

I don' t know enough about the Issue 69 59 

It wouldn't do any good 30 32 

I wouldn't know who to contact 22 15 

I have too many other things to do 19 19 

Someone else would probably express 

my views ig j^g 

It would not affect me personally 14 10 



Percents are based on those who said they would not participate, not on 
the entire sample (See parentheses for sample sl^es of each controversy.) 
Multiple responses were accepted so that the percentages add to more than 
100. 



Source: National Opinion Research Center, University of Chicago/Institute for 
Survey Research Temple University for the National Science 
Foundation, Oct, 1979, national, n - 1635, 
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